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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Monsignor James G.

Kelly, St. Margaret’s Church, Buffalo,
New York, offered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, Lord of creation,
all praise and thanks to You for the
commission and gifts which You have
given to us Your children to continue
Your work in the world through the
formation and fostering of civilization
on this earth. Praise and thanks to You
for this blessed Republic of ours and for
the women and men who serve will-
ingly and generously in its governance.
Look with favor on the elected Mem-
bers of this House of Representatives,
bless them and guide them that they
may not only enact laws that are just
but also be the voice of those who have
no voice, the most vulnerable and mar-
ginal of our society. Help these men
and women to be persons who lead
through the example of honesty, rev-
erence for our traditions and integrity.
Praise and thanks to You, our God, for-
ever. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LAFALCE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) will be recog-
nized for 1 minute. All other 1-minutes
will be postponed until the end of the
day.

f

WELCOMING THE REVEREND
MONSIGNOR JAMES G. KELLY

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to both welcome and thank Monsignor
Jim Kelly from St. Margaret’s Roman
Catholic Church on Hertel Avenue in
Buffalo, New York, for coming here
this morning and offering the opening
prayer.

When I was a very young man coming
out of law school, I was hired by one of
the most prominent firms in Buffalo,
Jackle, Fleischman, Kelly Swart, and
Ausberger. It was Monsignor Kelly’s
dad, Harry Kelly, one of the best trial
lawyers western New York has ever
seen, who gave me my initial start. His
sister Therese and her husband Tom
bought a home just two doors away
from the home that I lived in on Starin
Avenue in the Town of Tonawanda.

The name Kelly is very, very Irish,
but he ministers with great care and
love and compassion to the parish-
ioners of St. Margaret’s, which is over
70 percent Italian American. He, in ad-
dition to that, tries, probably harder
than anyone else, to promote peace and
justice within the Diocese of Buffalo,
because he is the Chairman of the
Peace and Justice Commission for the
Diocese of Buffalo.

Monsignor Kelly, we welcome you
here today and we also say to you, one
day late, Happy Birthday.

f

DISAPPROVAL OF NORMAL TRADE
RELATIONS TREATMENT TO
PRODUCTS OF VIETNAM

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the previous order of the House, I

call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
55) disapproving the extension of the
waiver authority contained in section
402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 with re-
spect to Vietnam, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of H.J. Res. 55 is as follows:
H.J. RES. 55

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the Congress does
not approve the extension of the authority
contained in section 402(c) of the Trade Act
of 1974 recommended by the President to the
Congress on June 1, 2001, with respect to
Vietnam.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to
the order of the House of Wednesday,
July 25, 2001, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SANCHEZ)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to yield one-half of
my time to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) the ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Trade of the
Committee on Ways and Means and
that he be permitted to yield the time
as he sees fit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-

tion to House Joint Resolution 55 and,
therefore, in support of extending Viet-
nam’s Jackson-Vanik waiver. I believe
this waiver represents the best hope for
continued political and economic re-
form in Vietnam and, therefore, great-
er market access for American compa-
nies in one of Southeast Asia’s most
important emerging economies.

These three key issues come to bear
on this question: Has Vietnam made
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progress in emigration? Have we con-
tinued despite great difficulty improv-
ing and committing ourselves to ac-
counting for our servicemen still miss-
ing in action? And on free and equal ac-
cess to trade and investment opportu-
nities for American companies?

In each case, I believe the answer is
yes. As we enter a new decade of bilat-
eral cooperation, efforts to normalize
relationships on both sides are bearing
fruit.

Mr. Speaker, I was part of the first
trade delegation ever to go to Vietnam
under the leadership of then chairman
of the Subcommittee on Trade Mr. Gib-
bons of Florida. We ventured to Hanoi
and to Ho Chi Minh City. Although
conditions, especially in the north of
Vietnam, were relatively bleak, even
at that time you could see the poten-
tial of then more than 75 million indi-
viduals who had an extremely high lit-
eracy rate and who seemed to be more
than willing to work hard. The thing
that struck me the most was the fact
that there was an enormous number of
foreigners in the country working on
various trade arrangements. What was
most striking is that virtually none of
them were American. It was a clear in-
dication that Vietnam, notwith-
standing the difficulties we have with
the government structure and notwith-
standing the concerns that many of us
have about the complete ability to ac-
count for our servicemen and women
missing in action, that the United
States if we continued our then current
position was going to miss out; miss
out not only in terms of economic op-
portunities but miss out in shaping
this country which I believe will have a
significant and positive impact in
Southeast Asia.

Promoting emigration is at the core
of the Jackson-Vanik structure. Viet-
nam, I believe, has taken significant
steps to liberalize its emigration prac-
tices. Among other achievements, it
has cleared for interview all but 73 of
the nearly 21,000 individuals who have
applied for consideration under the Re-
settlement Opportunity for Vietnamese
Returnees program.

In addition to that, we really believe
that the continued improvement in
this area of human rights depends upon
extending the Jackson-Vanik waiver,
to let us positively influence the direc-
tion of Vietnam’s economic and polit-
ical future.

We in addition to this Jackson-Vanik
waiver will today in the Committee on
Ways and Means be considering a bilat-
eral trade agreement between Vietnam
and the United States. That will afford
us further opportunities both as trad-
ing partners and a growing relationship
which will eventually hopefully move
to a strong friendship, a remembrance
of our past relationships with a com-
mitment to make sure in Southeast
Asia this does not occur, because
frankly I believe that Vietnam will be
one of the key nations in Southeast
Asia as it continues to grow in its
trade relationships around the world.

We saw with Thailand in 1997 how one
country’s instability can quickly
spread to others. I believe over the
next several decades, Vietnam can be
an anchor for economic improvement
in Southeast Asia but probably more
important a laboratory in how we can
move toward a more democratic struc-
ture in a regime that currently cannot
be determined to be democratic.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
yield half of my time to my friend, the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) so that he may be permitted
to yield time as he sees fit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.
Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I would like to begin by saying that

I have been now twice as a Congress-
woman to Vietnam. I represent the
largest Vietnamese segment of popu-
lation outside of Vietnam in Orange
County, California. Today’s issue of the
Jackson-Vanik is really an issue about
emigration and our ability to make
sure that reunification of families is
happening here in the U.S., those who
want to leave Vietnam and have been
approved by the United States and
their ability to get the right papers out
of the Vietnamese government in order
to make it here and come and join
their families.

As the person who represents the
largest group of Vietnamese people
here in America, certainly our office
gets to deal with all the problems of
emigration between these two coun-
tries, the United States and Vietnam.
That is really what this Jackson-Vanik
waiver is about, whether the country of
Vietnam is working in a positive man-
ner to help us get that family reunifi-
cation done. I would like to say that
from our experience, and I will get into
it in a little while, they have not. In
fact, they are obstructing our ability
to reunify our families here in the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LOFGREN), another one
of my California colleagues who has
been working very much with the Viet-
namese community.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.J. Res. 55, a resolution de-
nying the President’s waiver for Viet-
nam from Jackson-Vanik freedom of
emigration requirements. I urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of this reso-
lution.

I am proud to represent a commu-
nity, Santa Clara County, that has
been greatly enriched by the contribu-
tions of its Vietnamese American resi-
dents. For many years as an immigra-
tion attorney, a local elected official,
and now as a Member of Congress, I
have had the opportunity to work with
these Americans on two issues close to

their hearts and to mine, immigration
and human rights. So it is these two
issues that are at the forefront of my
own thoughts as we discuss trade with
Vietnam.

I continue to hear constantly stories
about religious persecution, political
repression, and unwarranted detentions
coming from the Vietnamese American
community in San Jose and from con-
tacts overseas. That is why several
weeks ago I along with the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. DAVIS)
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. SANCHEZ) hosted a hearing on
human rights in Vietnam here in the
Capitol.

Let me tell you what we learned at
that hearing:

Religious persecution is common in
Vietnam despite the guarantees in
chapter V, article 70 of the Vietnamese
Constitution that citizens shall enjoy
freedom of belief and religion.

Portions of the Vietnamese penal
code indirectly contradict guarantees
of religious freedom. For example, Vi-
etnamese citizens can be prosecuted for
‘‘undermining national unity’’ and
‘‘promoting divisions between religious
believers and nonbelievers.’’ Addition-
ally the government of Vietnam has
consistently violated article 18 of the
International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights that ‘‘everyone shall
have the right to freedom of thought,
conscience and religion.’’

This is borne out by the treatment
that the Catholic church, the Bud-
dhists and the Christian Montagnards
have experienced at the hands of the
Communist government.

b 1015

In the course of this debate, we must
not forget the names of those fighting
for freedom in Vietnam:

Father Nguyen Van Ly, Father Chan Tin, Le
Quang Liem, Father Nguyen Huu Giai, Father
Phan Van Loi, the Venerable Thich Huyen
Quang, the Venerable Thich Quang Do, Rev.
Thich Tri Sieu, and Rev. Thich Tue Si.

Mr. Speaker, we must make sure that
we use this tool that we have. I am a
firm believer in trade, but I also know
that we have individual relationships
with each country, and we must use
the tools available to us. We have a
window of opportunity with Vietnam,
and I know that if we insist that Viet-
nam improve its human rights record
as a condition of trading with America,
we would gain human rights advances
in Vietnam.

So I think it is a tragic mistake for
the United States to decline to use this
tool that is available to us that would
be effective in gaining freedom for
those who are oppressed because of
their religious beliefs in Vietnam.

For the priests and the devout who are per-
secuted today in Vietnam by the Communist
government, I can only offer my embarrassed
apologies that President Bush and this Repub-
lican leadership would turn a deaf ear to your
suffering.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I join in opposition to

this resolution, and I support the waiv-
er for another year. We should be clear
what is before us today. This waiver re-
lates to the availability of export-re-
lated financing from OPIC and Ex-Im
and the Department of Agriculture,
and not broader than that.

Last year’s vote in favor of the reso-
lution was 93 and opposed 332. It was a
bipartisan vote, with 23 Democrats vot-
ing in favor of it. I do not see any rea-
son why we should step back. I do not
think there is any rationale for moving
backwards instead of sustaining this
approach.

Our relationship with Vietnam, as we
all know so well, has been a very com-
plicated one. The war was indeed a bit-
ter one and a deep and bitter experi-
ence for this country. We had very dif-
ficult relations with Vietnam for good
reasons.

Then, in the nineties, a decision was
made to lift the trade embargo that
had been in place for 20 years, and in
1995 we opened a U.S. embassy in
Hanoi, and it was in 1998 that the waiv-
er of this nature first occurred. Since
then, the waiver has been upheld.

There has been some progress,
progress in terms of missing in action
issues that are of deep concern to us.
Recently nine Vietnamese died helping
us in the search for U.S. MIA’s. There
has also been some improvement in
emigration. It is far from perfect, but I
do not think anybody would say the
situation today is the same as it was 4
or 5 years ago.

I think that we need to find, as we
did last year with China, a combina-
tion of engaging and pressuring of
Vietnam, and it seems to me that to
pass this resolution does not find at all
the right combination.

We are endeavoring to help promote
a free market economy in Vietnam.
There are some steps in that direction.

We are going to be considering, as
the chairman said earlier, a bilateral
trade agreement in the Committee on
Ways and Means this afternoon. That
was negotiated about a year ago, and
has only recently been submitted to us
for action.

In that bilateral trade agreement, we
will be considering a number of issues.
It does not, in my judgment, address
all the issues that need to be consid-
ered in our economic relationship with
Vietnam. At some point there is going
to be a desire to negotiate a textile and
apparel agreement.

As I have expressed to the adminis-
tration and to colleagues on my com-
mittee, and will express again this
afternoon, it is vital as we go forth in
our relationship with Vietnam that we
consider all of the relevant economic
and trade-related issues, including
those of labor markets and the econ-
omy. The bilateral agreement before us
this afternoon does not fully do that,
though I favor moving ahead with it,
with the proviso I have mentioned.

But the issue today before us is
whether we should continue this waiv-

er, whether it is a useful and, as I
think, important part of the con-
tinuing efforts to find the right com-
bination in our relationship with this
country. It remains a command econ-
omy, there is no doubt about it. It re-
mains a country where there is com-
mand by a central party over much of
Vietnamese life. There is no doubt
about it.

Therefore, we have to continue to
press on the economic end in a broad
way; we have to continue to press in
terms of human rights, never give that
up. But voting for this resolution today
I think misses the best way to do that,
and, therefore, while understanding
and indeed lauding the concerns of
those who support this, I would urge
that we continue the path that was set
a number of years ago of engaging and
pressuring Vietnam.

The vote last year was really an
overwhelming one, and I think the evi-
dence since then indicates we should
continue that approach and not step
backwards.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced House
Joint Resolution 55, a resolution dis-
approving the extension of the Presi-
dent’s waiver for the corrupt com-
munist regime in Vietnam on the Jack-
son-Vanik provision of the Trade Act
of 1974.

During the past 12 months, despite
previous Presidential waivers, the com-
munist regime in Vietnam has actually
increased its brutal repression, espe-
cially against religious leaders and
other members of the clergy; it has in-
creased its repression of those who are
advocating democracy; and it has in-
creased its repression against ethnic
tribal minorities.

When we take a look, especially at
that last category, today, as we speak,
the Montagnards, who were great allies
of the United States of America, who
risked their lives in order to save thou-
sands of Americans, are under severe
attack by the government of Vietnam.
Yet we sit here and extend to them,
again, a waiver on their conduct? I do
not think so.

This Member of Congress spent some
time with the Montagnards in 1967. I
was in a small camp near Pleiku, Viet-
nam, and I found the Montagnard peo-
ple, although they are very short peo-
ple, to be some of the most courageous
people in the world. Yet they cast their
lot with us, and we abandoned them at
that time at the end of the war. In 1967,
probably some of those Montagnards
were responsible for my life.

I did not spend a great deal of time
up there, it was part of a political oper-
ation in the highlands of Vietnam, but
I will say this: These people who risked
their lives for us and then were aban-
doned at the end of the war, I remem-
ber thinking, whatever happened to
those people? In 1975, I remember ask-
ing myself that.

Well, today, let us not abandon those
people who fought for democracy in
Vietnam again. Let us not abandon
America’s friends, again, by giving a
waiver to a corrupt and tyrannical dic-
tatorship that now controls Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, what does this waiver
really do? By the way, we are talking
about waivers. I would like to thank
my colleague from Michigan for out-
lining exactly what it does do and what
we are really talking about today. Are
we talking about breaking relations
with Vietnam? No, this waiver would
not do that. By rejecting this waiver,
we would not be isolating Vietnam.

We are not talking about embargoing
Vietnam. That is not what rejecting
this waiver is all about. We are not
even talking about whether American
companies will be able to sell their
products in Vietnam. That is not what
rejecting this waiver would do.

What we are talking about today and
what this debate is really all about is if
we reject this waiver, we are pre-
venting American businessmen who
want to build factories in Vietnam, we
are preventing them from an eligi-
bility, from having eligibility for tax-
payer-funded subsidies and loan guar-
antees. As my friend from Michigan
stated, what we are really talking is
OPIC and Export-Import bank loan
guarantees and their credit.

What does that mean? That means
the American people are going to be,
through their tax dollars, subsidizing
American businessmen for taking ad-
vantage of slave labor, meaning labor
that cannot unionize, cannot demand
its own wage, cannot quit. We are
going to subsidize American business-
men to close their factories in the
United States and set up their factories
in Vietnam.

Does that make any sense? I do not
think it makes sense to do that with a
democratic country, much less to a
country that is a dictatorship and
stands for everything that America is
supposed to be against.

Extending American tax dollars to
subsidize or insure business with Com-
munist Vietnam is bad business in and
of itself and a betrayal of American
values. Bad business, because of what?
Well, why do these businessmen who
want to set up these factories need
these subsidized and guaranteed loans
in the first place? I will tell you why
they need that, because private banks
will not give them the loans at the
rates they need, because it is too risky
for these American businessmen to set
up their factories in Vietnam, because
Vietnam is a corrupt dictatorship that
nobody can count on. If it is bad busi-
ness for American banks, should we put
the taxpayers’ money at risk? I do not
think so.

It is not only bad business, but it is
a betrayal of American values. The
communist regime represents a repres-
sive and corrupt dictatorship that is
reprehensible and contrary to every-
thing we believe in. They do not share
our values and have not shown the
slightest willingness to change.
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We keep hearing, well, there has been

progress. There has not been progress.
There has been retrogression, just like
we have seen in Communist China; ret-
rogression. When we extend loan guar-
antees and we help out the regime,
these gangsters do not say, oh, gee,
how nice; maybe we should actually
have some liberalization because they
have been so nice to us.

No. They think we are a bunch of
saps. They do not think we have the
courage of our convictions. That is
what is going on.

One last issue, the POW issue. There
has been no progress on the POW issue.
America spends $1 million every time
there is a dig for remains of some
American serviceman killed in Viet-
nam and left behind, $1 million. They
are making a profit off of that. But
they have done nothing but put obsta-
cles in our way of finding out what
happened to the 200 Americans who
were reported and seen alive in cap-
tivity, but never came home after the
war. Roadblock after roadblock.

I have made demands every year that
we see the records of the prisons in
which Americans were kept during the
Vietnam War so that we can verify by
those records that all of those people
got home. Guess what? Those records
have never been made available. Of
course, the explanation is they were all
destroyed by B–52 raids at the end of
the war. Give me a break. They have
not been forthcoming about POW’s.
They have, in fact, put roadblocks up
in the way.

We should not reward this repressive
regime by guaranteeing American busi-
nessmen’s investments in their coun-
try. Of course, the American business-
men will make hundreds of millions of
dollars, if not billions. The Vietnamese
regime will benefit. But the Viet-
namese people themselves will con-
tinue to suffer this repression, and the
American taxpayer is going to be taken
for a ride.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, there is no question,
given the tragic history of the relation-
ship in recent decades between the
United States and Vietnam, that there
would not be strong personal feelings.

b 1030

We have to approach this legislation
looking at it on the whole but, because
of that, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
serve notice that at the end of the de-
bate, we intend to ask for a recorded
vote so that all Members may express
their own particular position on this
issue.

As the gentleman from Michigan in-
dicated, he has a concern beyond a bi-
lateral trade agreement with the Gov-
ernment of the United States and Viet-
nam; and I want to indicate to him
that I look forward to exploring with
him and other Members of Congress the
appropriateness of negotiating an in-

centive-based textile and apparel
agreement with Vietnam, which I be-
lieve will begin to address the very
concerns that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), my friend
and colleague, indicated about the fact
that if, in fact, there is going to be eco-
nomic progress in Vietnam on the basis
of American investment and involve-
ment, that the Vietnamese people
themselves also benefit.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs.
BIGGERT), but prior to that, I ask unan-
imous consent to yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. CRANE) and that he control the
balance of the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.
Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my
colleagues to oppose the resolution dis-
approving the President’s extension of
the Jackson-Vanik waiver for Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, it has been 7 years since
we ended our trade embargo and began
the process of normalizing relations
with Vietnam. Over these few years,
good progress has been made. From its
accounting of U.S. POWs and MIAs, to
its movement to open trade with the
world, to its progress on human rights,
Vietnam has moved in the right direc-
tion. Granted, Vietnam certainly is not
there yet, but Vietnam is moving in
the right direction.

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution
55 is the wrong direction for us to take
today. Who is hurt if we pass this reso-
lution today? We are.

It is the wrong direction for U.S.
farmers and manufacturers who will
not have a level playing field when
they compete with their European or
Japanese counterparts in Vietnam. It
is the wrong direction for our joint ef-
forts with the Vietnamese to account
for the last remains of our soldiers and
to answer finally the questions of their
loved ones here, and it is the wrong di-
rection for our efforts to influence the
Vietnam people, 65 percent of whom
were not even born when the Vietnam
War was being waged.

Let us not turn the clock back on
Vietnam; let us continue to work with
them and, in doing so, teach the youth-
ful Vietnamese the value of democracy,
the principles of capitalism, and the
merits of a free and open society.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) mentioned that we would be
taking a recorded vote on this; and
part of that, he mentioned, is because
of the emotions that many of the Mem-
bers in this House feel over the Viet-
nam war and situation. I am one of
those whom the Vietnam war, in many
ways, bypassed, having been a very
young child during that time; but I do

know that my emotions are very
strong on this because I do represent a
group of people who are trying to re-
unify their families.

Probably, nobody else has as many
cases open, over 1,000; and probably no-
body in this Chamber has two Viet-
namese-speaking people who deal only
with the reunification of families in
our home district office. Many of my
colleagues do not get to see what I get
to see or see the cases that come before
us, the cases like my colleague from
Michigan mentioned that there has
been positive change with respect to
emigration from Vietnam to the
United States.

I will tell my colleagues that 5 years
ago when I started as a Congress-
woman, one had to get an exit visa
from the Vietnamese government be-
fore the United States would clear you
for entrance into the United States.
That has changed. Now, you get
cleared by the United States, and then
you go to the Vietnamese government
and you ask for an exit visa, an ability
to leave their country. When you go to
that point, if you are in Vietnam, it
usually costs you a $2,000 or $3,000 bribe
in order to get that exit visa.

The annual wage for the annual
household income in Vietnam today is
about $300 a year, which means that if
one is being asked for a $2,000 or $3,000
bribe in order to get an exit visa in
order to come to the United States
after you have been approved by the
United States, there is just not a way
that math works out, which means we
have lots of open cases and people who
are not able to come over, even though
we in the United States said, yes, they
are eligible under the laws passed to
come and be reunited with their fami-
lies in the United States.

This is why this issue is so impor-
tant, because this is giving financial
instruments to people who want to do
business in Vietnam because Vietnam’s
government has opened up and has
helped us on the emigration issues, but
they have not done that. They have
made it, in some cases, more difficult.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California, both for her passion
and leadership on this issue.

It is difficult, Mr. Speaker, to stand
up against those veterans who have
served in Vietnam, many of them who
are pursuing this trade opportunity;
but I think it is important to explain
the extent of what the waiver actually
means.

I am glad my colleagues who have de-
bated this have already mentioned that
we have been engaged in trade with
Vietnam for a number of years. We are
trading with Vietnam. On the basis of
that trade, one would expect, and the
American people would expect, that as
we engage with Vietnam and we are
not engaging in trade in Cuba, that we
would see a decided and definitive
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change; that those in this country who
we represent from Vietnam who are
seeking reunification of their family
members, that the country and the
leadership in Vietnam would be eager
to cooperate and collaborate so that
loving families could be reunited.

This waiver is to waive the emigra-
tion requirement, and that is where we
are suffering. Those who want to leave
Vietnam in freedom are not being al-
lowed to do so. How much more trade
and engagement do we need to be in-
volved in to have the leadership of
Vietnam see the light?

Since 1982, authorities have detained,
without trial, an 82-year-old patriarch
of the Unified Buddhist Church. He is
in poor health and requires immediate
medical care; I said 82 years old. Today
we will greet Gao Zhan home from
China with a medical condition, a
young woman who should not have
been held in China, yet we are doing
trade there. But here there is an 82-
year-old man in jail, and they refuse to
release him.

So there are questions that are pend-
ing in Vietnam. Based upon their lack
of sensitivity to human rights, their
lack of sensitivity to religious free-
dom, and the fact that we are engaged
with them, it seems that they are mak-
ing no decided efforts to change.

I believe that this particular resolu-
tion is an appropriate one, sends a mes-
sage. If we trade with people, they need
to understand that we believe in
human rights and religious freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.J. Res.
55. This resolution puts the principles of the
United States first, and is required of this
House in light of both the Jackson-Vanik
amendment to the 1974 Trade Act and recent
events affecting our diplomatic relationship
with this developing nation.

Mr. Speaker, United States’ law requires
that permanent normal trade relations be
granted to non-market economies that the
president can certify have free emigration. Ab-
sent this showing, the President can waive the
provisions of the amendment if doing so will
promote emigration in the future.

Mr. Speaker, last year the U.S. signed a
sweeping bilateral trade agreement with Viet-
nam. The World Bank estimates that this
would increase U.S. imports from Vietnam
$800 million from last year—a gain of 60%.
The year 2000 trade imbalance with Vietnam
was $496.9 million.

Mr. Speaker, the year 2000 review of
human rights in Vietnam by the State Depart-
ment noted that Vietnam has made improve-
ments in its human rights record. Despite
these improvements, the State Department
still rated Vietnam as ‘‘poor’’ overall on human
rights.

The State Department noted that the Viet-
nam Government continues to repress basic
political freedoms, is intolerant of dissenting
viewpoints, and selectively represses the reli-
gious rights of its citizens.

The Speaker last week I voted for the rev-
ocation of China’s waiver authority under the
1974 Trade Act. In that case we were faced
with a formerly hostile nation, a severe trade
imbalance, and a nation unwilling to accept ei-
ther the winds of change or the obligations of
international citizenship.

In the instant case, Mr. Speaker, we have a
similar situation. A formerly hostile nation with
a large trade surplus and a questionable
human rights record is up for trade waiver au-
thority review. Although I rise in favor of this
resolution, I do not seek to disparage the
gains Vietnam has made in re-engaging the
world. I seek a consistent balance between
our trade priorities and the principles we use
to steer this nation. We cannot continue to
hold ourselves out as a nation of laws and
turn our back on our convictions at every eco-
nomic opportunity. We also need a faster re-
sponse to our MIA’s so their families can have
closure.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this resolu-
tion because our trade policy must be bal-
anced with a sense of moral leadership. We
should not hold our trade relationship over
Vietnam, nor should we allow globalization to
commit us to policies against our best sense
as a nation. Vietnam has done much, but it
can do more. Other countries may turn a blind
eye to issues such as the rights of workers
and the environment, but we are not other na-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all members to vote in
favor of H.J. Res. 55, disapproving trade waiv-
er authority with respect to Vietnam. It is time
to begin thinking about what trade should
mean; huge deficits for the U.S. for the sake
of a few reforms is not the answer.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), who
has been deeply involved in this issue.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I urge my
colleagues to oppose the resolution be-
fore us today.

This vote really is about how we best
can achieve change in Vietnam. I be-
lieve the record stands for itself. We
have achieved progress by engagement,
by encouraging Vietnamese coopera-
tion on important issues, such as
human rights and political economic
reform.

I can speak personally about this
progress. I have been to Vietnam and
seen the work of the Joint Task Force-
Full Accounting, our military presence
in Vietnam tasked with looking into
the issue of missing servicemen and
women. I have visited these young peo-
ple and they are among the best and
well-motivated group of soldiers I have
ever met. Every day, from the searches
of the jungle battle sites to the exca-
vation of crash sites on precarious
mountain summits, they put them-
selves in harm’s way to recover our
missing. In talking with them, it was
clear to me that they were performing
a mission that they truly believed in.

On April 7 of this year, the danger be-
came all too real. On that day, seven
American members of the Joint Task
Force, along with nine Vietnamese,
lost their lives in a helicopter crash as
they were on their way to a recovery
mission. The tragedy was a huge blow
to the recovery efforts, as we lost both
Americans and Vietnamese who had
been deeply involved in finding our
missing. We should remember our de-
ceased as American heroes who gave
their lives in pursuit of a mission they

believed was a high honor and sacred
duty.

If we pass this resolution of dis-
approval, we will be hindering that
mission. The only way we can carry
out this mission is to effectively have a
presence in Vietnam, and to maintain
the presence means reciprocating on
the promises that we have made to re-
ward the Vietnamese cooperation.
Passing this resolution would defi-
nitely send the wrong signal to Viet-
nam, not to mention the brave Amer-
ican men and women who are still
searching in the rice paddies and
mountains of Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, this is the 4th year that
this House will vote on a resolution of
disapproval. Since we first voted on
this, the House has, each time, with
growing and overwhelming support,
voted down the resolution. Let us stay
the course. Let us support our Joint
Task Force-Full Accounting. Let us
support our nation’s bipartisan policy
which has only furthered our goals to-
ward a more open and cooperative
Vietnam. Please vote against the reso-
lution.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. TOM DAVIS).

(Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.J.
Res. 55, Disapproving the Extension of
Immigration Waiver Authority to Viet-
nam.

The resolution on the House floor
today addresses the issue of whether
the government of the Socialist Repub-
lic of Vietnam allows free and open
emigration for its citizens. In 1999,
President Clinton granted Vietnam a
waiver of the Jackson-Vanik Amend-
ment on this condition. Unfortunately,
little improvement has been made
since.

Boat People, SOS, an organization
headquartered in my district, informed
me that the official Communist gov-
ernment in Vietnam is still riddled by
corruption. Additionally, the govern-
ment continues to export thousands of
political prisoners and former U.S.
Government employees from partici-
pating in the U.S. refugee programs.
Applicants, in some cases, are forced to
pay $1,000 or more in bribes to gain ac-
cess to these programs; this in a coun-
try where the average annual salary is
$250.

The corruption that exists in the Vi-
etnamese Communist government also
undermines U.S. exchange programs.
Our programs offer exceptional Viet-
namese students the opportunity to
study in the United States. However,
the Vietnamese government excludes
those students whose parents are not
members of the Communist cadre.
Thus, many qualified students are de-
nied the opportunity to study in the
U.S. exchange programs simply be-
cause their parents are not card-car-
rying members of the Communist
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party. This bias is one of many exam-
ples of the apartheid system that the
government has implemented to punish
those who do not agree with their ide-
ology.

On the human rights front, the gov-
ernment has released some political
prisoners, but many more individuals,
including religious leaders, remain im-
prisoned indefinitely. Meanwhile, the
government continues to arrest others
who dare to speak out against them.

The Vietnamese Communist govern-
ment simply does not tolerate basic
civil liberties, such as the right to free
speech, the right to freely exercise
one’s religion, and the right to peace-
ably assemble. Reports reveal that the
Vietnamese police have forced many
religious groups who renounce their be-
liefs or face the threat of imprison-
ment, beatings, or torture. When I vis-
ited Vietnam in 1998, a Catholic priest
told me the Communist government
does not even allow him to wear his
vestments in public.

Even more egregious is the govern-
ment’s persecution of the Hmong. Over
10,000 of them have had to flee their an-
cestral lands in the north, traveling 800
miles in the south central highlands in
Dak Lak Province because of govern-
ment harassment and persecution.
Many of them were arrested as ‘‘illegal
migrants’’ or charged with practicing
and ‘‘illegal religion’’ as part of the
government crackdown on Hmong
Christians.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of the
resolution.

While the Vietnamese government may
claim to have made strides, I would like to
share with you evidence to the contrary. For
example, four prominent individuals are pres-
ently imprisoned or under house arrest for
practicing their religions. They are: Venerable
Thich Huyen Quang, Patriarch of the Unified
Buddhist Church of Vietnam; the Venerable
Thich Quang Do; Father Nguyen Van Ly; and
Mr. Le Quang Liem of the banned Hoa Hoa
Buddhish Church.

In addition, Dr. Nguyen Dan Que a promi-
nent prisoner of conscience who was released
in late 1998, remains under house arrest in
Saigon; while Professor Doan Viet Hoat and
Mr. Le Chi Thien former prisoners of con-
science who had been imprisoned for over 20
years for promoting democratic ideals, were
forced to leave Vietnam as a condition of their
release.

Additionally, since the fall of Saigon, the
Government of the Socialist Republic of Viet-
nam has been systematically abusing the
rights of the indigenous Montagnard peoples
of Vietnam’s central highland. There have
been reports of summary executions, mys-
terious disappearances, arbitrary arrests, inter-
rogations, beatings, torture, and forcible relo-
cations of the Montagnard people from their
traditional homes.

In 1999, the Vietnamese Communist Gov-
ernment ordered and carried out the destruc-
tion of a sacred religious site of the Khmer
Krom in the former city of Saigon. They de-
stroyed the Pali School building, and dese-
crated the Bodhi Tree where the remains of
Khmer Krom soldiers—who fought bravely
with the U.S. Special Forces during the war—

are buried. To this day, the Khmer Krom con-
tinue to be harassed and persecuted for their
role in the conflict.

In February of this year, thousands of Chris-
tian Montagnards peacefully demonstrated in
the three of the four Central Highland prov-
inces. In response, the Vietnamese Com-
munist Government deployed military forces
into the area, cutting off telephone commu-
nications, banning diplomatic international or-
ganizations from visiting the region, and terror-
izing the Montagnard population. There have
also been numerous reports of jungle execu-
tions. The situation in the highlands has dete-
riorated to the extent that many Montagnards
are now fleeing into Cambodia. Amnesty Inter-
national, Human Rights Watch, Refuge Inter-
national, and the United Nations High Com-
missioner for Refugees have all called for ur-
gent action to protect them.

Mr. Speaker, in light of these offenses, I be-
lieve H.J. Res. 55 is an important bill that de-
serves the support of every Member, and I
urge my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to vote in favor of this resolution.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE).

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, shortly
after the last election in November of
last year, I traveled to Hanoi. I spent
about a week there on a volunteer sur-
gical mission. I found the people to be
friendly and courteous. Make no mis-
take, though: the Communist govern-
ment is not friendly to freedom. There
is very little freedom of speech. There
was a lot of soccer on TV, but there
was not much discussion, and as the
gentleman from Virginia just pointed
out, the government has done bad
things.

The question is, how do we affect a
change in that? I oppose this resolution
because I think the communication be-
tween Americans doing business in
Vietnam brings a fresh perspective and
information to the people of Vietnam.
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I think that trade will actually help
bring down that Communist govern-
ment and that the communications be-
tween Americans doing business in
Vietnam will actually end it. And the
opening up of the communication that
is necessary for that shows the Viet-
namese what a true democracy is like.

There were lots and lots of questions
that we all fielded on that surgical
mission about what it is like to live in
a democracy, and that is very useful.
So cultural interchanges, professional
interchanges, and, I think, business
interchanges will actually help pro-
mote the type of democratic changes
that we all want to see. For that rea-
son, I oppose this resolution. I think
we should continue trade with Vietnam
just like we are doing with China.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

A comment to the good doctor. This
is not a trade vote. The bilateral trade
agreement I know is going through the
Committee on Ways and Means, and we
can discuss the issues of trade and
whether working with the people of

Vietnam will allow for more open
issues with respect to human rights
and other things that I think we should
be concerned about as a Nation. But
this really is about does Vietnam allow
its people to emigrate to the United
States, does it work with us on issuing
visas. And if it does a good job with
that, we, in return, allow them, allow
our business people to have these gov-
ernment programs that allow for fi-
nancing and doing business in that
country. That is the real issue.

Again, I believe that the government
of Vietnam has not been forthright in
its policies of emigration. Currently,
religious persecution, human rights
violations, economic restrictions, we
know that they all still exist in Viet-
nam. And one does not have to go to
Vietnam to see it. We hear it, we read
it in reports that come back, reports
from the United States Department of
State as well as witnesses that we have
had here, dialogue with our colleagues
here. And the dialogue on Vietnam re-
veals the government still pursues a
policy of repressing free expression and
religious choice.

Those that oppose the government’s
mandates continue to be the target of
mental and economic terrorism, and
the administrative detainment of polit-
ical and religious leaders who disagree
with that Communist party platform
still occurs. The U.S. State Depart-
ment’s 2000 Country Report on Viet-
nam states that the government’s
human rights record in Vietnam re-
mains poor. It says that there are seri-
ous problems regarding religious free-
dom and the advancement of human
rights.

In April of this year, the United
States Commission on International
Religious Freedom, a body that was
created by this Congress in 1998 to
monitor religious freedom in other
countries, recommended that we with-
hold our support for most Inter-
national Monetary Fund and World
Bank loans to that government of Viet-
nam until it agrees to make substan-
tial improvements in the protection of
religious freedom. Our own body that
we created has told us in a report just
this past April that we should not be
doing these types of financing mecha-
nisms for that government until it
cleans up its act.

Contrary to the Vietnamese govern-
ment’s pretense that it has no political
or religious prisoners, many Viet-
namese continue to languish in prisons
because of their beliefs. The detention
of these religious leaders, whether or
not they tell us where they are or
whether they put them under house ar-
rest and do not let them leave their
homes, is persecution. Police arbi-
trarily arrest and detain citizens for
reasons including the peaceful expres-
sion of political and religious views and
sometimes even beat them when they
are arrested.

The judiciary is not independent. The
government denies citizens the right to
fair trials. The government continues
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to grossly violate human rights by in-
carcerating prisoners of conscience.
Pro-democracy activists, scholars, and
poets are still in prison for crimes such
as using freedom and democracy to
‘‘injure the national unity.’’ Vietnam
continues to deny freedom of religion.

Mr. Speaker, this past year, I trav-
eled to Vietnam; and I had the oppor-
tunity to meet with four of the six
leading dissidents in Vietnam for
human rights and for advocation of col-
lective bargaining in the workplace,
Professor Nguyen Thanh Giang, who
used to be a member of the Communist
party and then was kicked out because
he did not support what this govern-
ment is doing with respect to religious
freedom and basic human rights; Mr.
Pham Que Duong; and Mr. Hoang Minh
Chinh. I met with all of them, and we
discussed this whole issue of trade. The
issue is that human rights violations
continue, and there has been no move-
ment.

Our reports say time after time that
there is no movement on human rights.
Even our own Ambassador, Pete Peter-
son, when he was out in my district in
front of the Vietnamese community,
when he was pressed for details about
what positive things had happened in
human rights, could not come up with
one answer, at least not when he was in
front of people who understand and
have their families back there.

I also visited with the Most Vener-
able Thich Quang Do, someone I nomi-
nated to win the Nobel Peace Prize.
There are 28 of my colleagues in this
House who also signed that letter ask-
ing for that. Right now he is under ar-
rest. It is not the first time in his life;
it probably will not be the last time in
his life. But it simply happens over and
over and it does not change. If an indi-
vidual is with the Buddhists, and they
do not like that, then they have prob-
lems. If someone is with the Catholic
faith, and they do not like what that
individual is doing, if they are going
out to help flood victims, they are put
under house arrest. Right now, they
have Father Ly under persecution sim-
ply because he went to try to help flood
victims in the Delta area.

Nevertheless, Vietnam continues
over and over to insist it has no polit-
ical or religious prisoners. I urge my
colleagues to vote for this resolution.
It is time we became aware of what is
really happening in Vietnam.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time, and I rise in op-
position to this resolution and urge
Members to continue the MFN status
for Vietnam, as we have done in the
past with an overwhelming and bipar-
tisan majority.

I, like many Members of Congress,
have had an opportunity to travel to
Vietnam and to visit with govern-
mental leaders and with private citi-
zens there, and with workers and oth-

ers that are a part of that community,
and with our former ambassador, Pete
Peterson, who has been one of the most
passionate supporters of improved po-
litical and economic relations with
Vietnam. He has devoted countless
hours to improving these relationships
and to addressing the key issues that
are before us today, and I think we
ought to salute his tenure as our first
ambassador to Hanoi.

I think we have to understand that,
in fact, progress has been made. Many
of my colleagues have raised a number
of troubling subjects to us that I think
we have to continue to bear down on
and understand that problems do exist,
but I think also in my discussions with
Ambassador Peterson and with people
in Vietnam, improvements, in fact, I
believe, have been made. Enough? No,
not at all. Do we need further progress?
Clearly we do on the issues of emigra-
tion.

I also have had an opportunity to
witness the Joint Task Force’s efforts
to locate and identify and to recover
the remains of our many missing sol-
diers and airmen and see this extraor-
dinary effort that is taking place. We
are, hopefully, building a new and a
positive relationship with Vietnam,
which is the 12th largest population in
the world and plays a key role in polit-
ical and economic security in South-
east Asia.

Last year, Congress enacted legisla-
tion that I helped write creating a pro-
gram to promote higher education ex-
changes between our countries. We
should continue to build on these ef-
forts because they are in the best inter-
ests of both nations. At the same time,
we must be very clear, and many of our
colleagues have touched upon these
subjects here today, we must continue
to work with this government and to
include this government to assure the
rights of all working people to form
independent unions and engage in col-
lective bargaining as provided under
the rules of the International Labor
Organization.

Vietnam clearly must accelerate its
policies to ensure freedom of religion
and political expression. We need to
continue to work with several local
and international environmental orga-
nizations to reduce the water pollution
and protect the threatened species and
generally ensure that economic devel-
opment is not undertaken at the ex-
pense of the Nation’s natural re-
sources, which not only affects Viet-
nam but the entire region.

Free trade unionism, improved envi-
ronmental policies, expanded political
religious rights for all Vietnamese.
These are all legitimate factors for se-
curing improved and lasting trade rela-
tions with the United States and other
democracies, and we should continue to
work for those in Vietnam. But we
must understand that this is a step
that allows us to continue to engage
with the Vietnamese on these matters,
and we also know that there are other
instruments that are waiting in terms

of trade agreements, bilateral agree-
ments, and, obviously, at some point,
Vietnam’s seeking, down the road, to
engage with the WTO. Clearly, these
thresholds must be continued to be
raised as we grant those other rela-
tions.

So I think it is incumbent upon all of
us to understand here and in Vietnam
that this debate is about an evolving
relationship, not about an acceptance
of the status quo that we have today.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN), one of the
most distinguished foreign policy lead-
ers or perhaps the most distinguished
foreign policy leader in the House of
Representatives and former chairman
of the Committee on International Re-
lations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman for his kind in-
troduction, and I am pleased to rise in
strong support of H.J. Res. 55, resolu-
tion disapproving the extension of the
waiver authority contained in section
402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 with re-
spect to Vietnam. I commend my good
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER), for his continual
oversight of Vietnam and for intro-
ducing this important initiative.

Amnesty International has reported
to us that the government of Vietnam
continues to prevent independent
human rights monitors from visiting
Vietnam, and dozens of prisoners of
conscience remained in prison and have
remained there throughout the year
2000, and some are still in prison. Re-
strictions on released prisoners con-
tinue to be harsh. Political dissidents,
independent labor leaders, and reli-
gious critics of the government have
been subjected to imprisonment, to
beatings, to torture, to surveillance,
harassment, and denial of basic free-
doms, including the freedom of expres-
sion.

In September, five members of the
Hoa Hao Buddhist Church, and we met
some of them in our committee just
the other day, were sentenced to be-
tween 1 and 3 years imprisonment on
trumped-up charges, where they still
remain.

The State Department points out
that the government of Vietnam pro-
hibits independent political labor and
social organizations. Such organiza-
tions exist only under government con-
trol. The Vietnamese government also
restricts freedom of religion and sig-
nificantly restricts the operation of re-
ligious organizations other than those
entities that have been approved by the
State. Dissident groups of Buddhists,
Hoa Hao, and Protestants, in par-
ticular, face harassment by authori-
ties.

Accordingly, we should not be re-
warding the Vietnamese Communist
dictatorship with trade benefits at this
time. It is an insult to the thousands of
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American and Vietnamese men and
women who were wounded or died in
the war fighting for democracy, the
rule of law, and for human rights.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
fully support this resolution.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Seattle, Washington (Ms.
DUNN), who graciously permitted the
transfer of Boeing’s headquarters to
my home town of Chicago.

Ms. DUNN. I thank our gracious
chairman for yielding me this time and
thereby allowing me the opportunity
to speak.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this joint resolution to disapprove nor-
mal trade relations with Vietnam. I be-
lieve that we need to continue our pol-
icy of economic engagement with Viet-
nam.
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President Clinton already signed a

historic bilateral agreement that will
require Vietnam to open its markets,
to reduce tariffs, to ease barriers to our
products in the United States and our
services.

I am very pleased that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means will be con-
sidering this agreement today in com-
mittee.

Twenty-six years after the end of the
war, many of us are still haunted by
Vietnam. It touched my generation. I
saw boys go away from college and
from our communities to fight in Viet-
nam; and we also saw our colleague,
SAM JOHNSON, and former ambassador
to Vietnam, Pete Peterson, our good
friends, people we care about, who
served our Nation honorably in Viet-
nam and made terrible sacrifices as
prisoners of war. But I believe we can
honor their service while still strength-
ening our economic relations with
Vietnam.

Renewing normal trade relations
does not diminish our commitment to
address POW/MIA issues. I am from Se-
attle, and we have a large Asian/Viet-
namese community. Many have be-
come citizens, contributing to our com-
munities. I do not think establishing
normal trade relations with Vietnam
diminishes the commitment that we
all believe in our communities and in
this Congress to POW/MIA issues, to
human rights issues, and to issues of
religious liberty.

Trade is an effective tool to pressure
Vietnam to make economic and social
reforms. I ask my colleagues today to
oppose this bill and to support trade
with Vietnam.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, this
is an issue that really is a very central
issue that we ought to be discussing on
many levels. That is the question of
what relationship we are going to have
with the rest of the world.

I am one of those people who was in-
volved in the Vietnam War, not in-
country, but I saw what happened; and
there are lots of reasons why we ought
to keep them isolated. Yesterday we
had an argument here about Cuba. We
have tried to isolate them. We have
isolated them for 50 years. It has not
done any good. We tried it with China.
It did not do any good. We finally
opened up to them.

Now we have the Vietnamese. Let us
isolate them, and somehow they will
change. It will not do any good. The
only way we are going to get anything
done is when we begin to embrace and
involve yourself with them. Nobody
who is going to vote against this reso-
lution is in agreement with com-
munism. We do not agree with what
the Vietnamese government is doing,
but we have a difference of opinion
about how we involve ourselves in
bringing about that change.

My colleagues talk about the terrible
Communist government and all these
awful things. The next issue we are
going to do on the floor here, sort of an
irony, is that we are going to come out
and pass a martial law rule in the
House of Representatives.

The rules of the House are to protect
the minority, and we do not have any
problem standing up here and running
over the minorities, and then we stand
back and say, those awful people over
there in that country who run over
those minorities. So we have to be
careful about being consistent.

If we do not want to deal with China,
I can understand that; and there were
some of my colleagues who are very
consistent. They do not want to deal
with China. They do not want to deal
with Vietnam. They do not want to
deal with Cuba. Those people I can un-
derstand. But the ones who pick and
choose really need to do some think-
ing.

Why are we having this martial law
in the next issue up here? The reason
we are having it is because the leader-
ship of the House wants to deal with a
crisis. There is a real crisis out there.
They have had a hurricaine in Texas.
So we have to come out here and ram
through help for people in Texas.

The White House says we should not
do anything for the Indians. A hundred
thousand houses flattened. Thirty
thousand people killed. The United
States can give $5 million to India, and
that is fine.

I heard one of my colleagues say, we
cannot let down the Montagnards.
They were our allies. What about the
people in El Salvador who we dragged
through a whole war? Now they have
an earthquake, the worst earthquake
in the history of El Salvador, and the
White House says, no, we are not going
to help these El Salvadorans. They are
living in the wrong place. They should
have moved to Texas or Florida or
somewhere we would help them.

The question of how we are going to
relate and how we are going to get our
people into these countries and how we

are going to bring about change is a
very complicated one.

I was in China when China was very
tight, back in 1977. I have seen enor-
mous changes. Has it gone far enough?
No, it has not. Has Vietnam changed?
Yes. Far enough? No. But the question
is, at this point should we step back
and say these folks are not doing it our
way enough so we are not going to deal
with them?

My view is nothing works that way.
That is why I will vote to oppose this
resolution. Not because I endorse com-
munism or anything about that re-
gime, but because we will never bring
about any change simply by forcing,
trying unilaterally for the United
States to economically squeeze them
into our mold. They will get there be-
cause the forces that we have are very
powerful, and they will bring it about.

Vote against this kind of resolution.
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), who knows
this issue is mainly about subsidizing
American businessmen for building fac-
tories in Vietnam.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, let us not kid ourselves.
The government of Vietnam is not
making progress on human rights. On
the contrary, in recent months the
government has substantially in-
creased the frequency and the severity
of its human rights violations and just
recently, beginning in late winter,
began a new and very cruel crackdown
on the Montagnards, torturing, mur-
dering, cordoning off. Mr. Speaker, this
is the reality on the ground in Viet-
nam.

Let me also point out to my col-
leagues that there is no real religious
freedom allowed by the government of
Vietnam. The Unified Buddhist Church,
the largest religious denomination in
the country, has been declared illegal
by the government, and over the last 25
years its clergy have often been impris-
oned and subjected to other forms of
persecution.

The patriarch of the Unified Buddhist
Church, 83-year-old Thich Huyen
Quang, has been detained for 21 years
in a ruined temple, an isolated area in
central Vietnam. Most Venerable
Thich Quang Do, the executive presi-
dent of the Unified Buddhist Church,
has been in detention for many years
and was recently rearrested when he
sought medical care for Thich Huyen
Quang.

The Hoa Hao Buddhist Church has
also been under severe repression. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Commission on
International Religious Freedom, ‘‘this
organization is made up of almost en-
tirely,’’ that is to say, the governing
body of it, ‘‘of members of the Com-
munist party,’’ and they have not rec-
ognized and have not been recognized
by the majority of the Hoa Haos.

Let me just say, recently Father Ly
gave testimony to the U.S. Commission
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on Religious Freedom. We know what
happened when he gave that testimony,
and it was written testimony. He did
not come here and present it. He, too,
was arrested by the government of
Vietnam and is being held.

So Catholic priests in Vietnam who
speak out against religious persecu-
tion, sorry, they are going to be ar-
rested and persecuted. That is the gov-
ernment that we are subsidizing.

Mr. Speaker, we have to take the side
of human rights and the oppressed, and
not stand with the oppressor. Let us
see some real progress before we lavish
trade on the government of Vietnam.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
served in Vietnam as a young marine.
I met many extraordinary, wonderful
people in Vietnam. I have visited Viet-
nam as a Member of Congress. I have
had many, many conversations with
Pete Peterson, the distinguished am-
bassador to Vietnam. My conclusion is
this: Those Vietnamese, young and old,
who are being persecuted religiously,
basic human rights violations, torture,
et cetera, are painfully, patiently wait-
ing the return of the Americans to
once again, but in a much different
way, and perhaps much more effective,
bring the opportunity for freedom to
Vietnam to prevail.

Mr. Speaker, communism cannot
exist against a tidal wave of hope,
knowledge and a clear avenue of oppor-
tunity. The Jackson-Vanik waiver of-
fers a portion of that avenue to open
up. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this opposi-
tion to Jackson-Vanik.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
who will close?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). The Chair will recognize for
closing speeches in the reverse order of
the original allocations. Thus, Mem-
bers should expect to close out their
time in the following sequence: the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE). The time of
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SANCHEZ) has expired.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
this is an emotional issue for many of
us. I have seen a lot of my friends die
in Vietnam, as has my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON),
who was a POW for six and a half years.
Even we have different feelings on this
particular issue, and it is hard.

I look, and people outside the United
States could look, and point out the
bad things about the United States.
The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) did about Vietnam.

Look at a young African American
that was drug down a country road,

drug to his death. Look at the inequi-
ties to minorities in our judicial sys-
tem sometimes. I acknowledge those
and say we want to trade with the
United States. But there is so much
good. Most of the people who live in
Vietnam today were not alive during
the war.

The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) asked me to go to Vietnam a
couple of years ago and raise a flag
over Ho Chi Minh City. I told him, no,
I do not go on CODELS; and it would be
too hard for me to go back. But I did
go. I am glad I did.

Mr. Speaker, if you walk on the
streets of Vietnam today, those people
welcome Americans openhandedly.
They want a chance, much like the
people in Tiananmen Square did. I met
the prime minister, and I asked him,
why will you not get involved in trade
that President Clinton is trying to get
you involved in?

He said, Congressman, I am a Com-
munist. If those people have things, I
will be out of business as a Communist.

I said, trade is good. If we look at it
that way, there is no movement with
Saddam Hussein. There is no move-
ment in Cuba with Fidel Castro, but
there is in Vietnam.

Yes, there are a lot of pitfalls with
this. I have a constituent that was ar-
rested in Vietnam. I ask my colleagues
to think about if we have a country
like Vietnam that definitely are Com-
munists, but they have made move-
ment like the gentleman from Wash-
ington stated, I think we ought to sup-
port that trade and deny this resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
have any further speakers?

Mr. CRANE. No, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for his closing.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to myself to close.

Mr. Speaker, what are we debating
here? Let us once again be reminded.
Rejecting this waiver means one thing
in policy. One policy decision is being
made today, and that is whether or not
we are going to subsidize American
businessmen, take taxpayer dollars and
guarantee the loans that they are get-
ting and give them a lower rate of in-
terest in order to set up factories in a
Communist country, in Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that is a
good idea for Democratic countries,
and it certainly is not a good idea for
dictatorships like Vietnam. Vietnam
does not deserve a subsidy for Amer-
ican businessmen to set up factories,
closing their factories in the United
States, so these businessmen can take
advantage of the slave labor in Viet-
nam. They do not deserve it.

As we have heard, Pete Peterson, one
of our former colleagues, a former
POW, could not come up with one ex-
ample of where Vietnam was pro-
gressing in the right direction after all
of these years of engagement.

We are not talking about trade. We
are not talking about isolating Viet-
nam. We are talking about subsidizing
businessmen to set up factories there.
That is immoral as long as that coun-
try is such a dictatorship.

Let me add, this same government
continues to stonewall us on the POW
issue. Although they let us dig, we can
dig, and they get millions of dollars for
letting us dig in Vietnam for the bones
of the 200 Americans left that we knew
were in captivity at one point in Viet-
nam. They have put roadblock after
roadblock which continues to prevent
us from finding out what happened to
those last 200 American POWs.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support my reject of the Jackson-
Vanik waiver for this dictatorship in
Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a letter addressed to me.

QUINN EMANUEL LOS ANGELES,
Los Angeles, CA, July 17, 2001.

Re U.S.-Vietnam Trade Agreement.

Hon. DAN ROHRABACHER,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ROHRABACHER: I rep-
resent Mr. Dac Vi Hoang, a former Viet-
namese businessman who fled Vietnam re-
cently to escape persecution. I am writing to
you to offer the testimony of Mr. Hoang re-
garding the political corruption and eco-
nomic repression that stifle free enterprise
in Vietnam.

Mr. Hoang was a prominent Vietnamese
entrepreneur who owned Thanh My, Inc., an
international exporter of lacquerware.
Thanh My, Inc. enjoyed astounding success
as a private corporation in the midst of a
Communist regime, with annual sales of U.S.
$3 million and 400 employees. Than My was
internationally recognized as the first pri-
vate corporation in Vietnam to receive per-
mission to sell its shares to a foreign entity
(although that permission was eventually re-
voked by the Vietnamese government).

Mr. Hoang accomplished this success de-
spite having spent five years in a Vietnamese
re-education camp because of his participa-
tion as an intelligence officer in the South
Vietnamese army and cooperation with
American armed forces during the Vietnam
War. Mr. Hoang was severely tortured, both
mentally and physically, while he underwent
his ‘‘re-education.’’

The prominence Mr. Hoang achieved moti-
vated him to advocate on behalf of private
enterprise in Vietnam. In so doing, he re-
peatedly criticized, both privately and pub-
licly, the repression of private enterprise and
the economic policies of the Vietnamese gov-
ernment. This activity led to warnings,
threats, and surveillance by the Vietnamese
government. Eventually, Mr. Hoang received
information that his arrest was imminent.

Mr. Hoang and his immediate family fled
to the United States soon thereafter and
they currently are seeking political asylum
before the United States Immigration Court
in Los Angeles. Mr. Hoang was one of the
wealthiest people in Vietnam, and now he
has nothing except the prospect of freedom
in this Country. The hearing on his case was
originally scheduled for July 13, 2001, but
was continued until January 20, 2002 at the
request of the I.N.S.

Attached is Mr. Hoang’s declaration to the
U.S. Immigration Court and a newspaper ar-
ticle that describes his plight. Mr. Hoang has
continued to criticize the Communist regime
in Vietnam since his arrival in this Country,
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and his comments have been widely broad-
cast in the media. Mr. Hoang was recently
interviewed by Radio Free Asia, which
broadcasts in Vietnam. If Mr. Hoang’s testi-
mony is relevant to the U.S.-Vietnam trade
agreement ratification process, please do not
hesitate to contact me at the telephone
number listed above, or via e-mail at
slr@quinnemanuel.com.

Respectfully yours,
SANDRA L. RIERSON.

b 1115

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, Vietnam represents an-
other challenge, how we integrate a
command economy and a command so-
ciety into the rule of law. It needs the
right combination of engagement and
pressure. I do not think trade is a
magic wand. It is more than about
market access. It is about labor mar-
ket issues. It is about environmental
issues. It is about a widened nature of
issues. It is not an either/or propo-
sition. We need to move forward on
these issues, not backwards.

To vote ‘‘yes’’ on this is to vote to
move backwards. I think it would be a
mistake. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. I rise in
strong opposition to H.J. Res. 55 and in
support of extending Vietnam’s Jack-
son-Vanik waiver. Failure to extend
the waiver here at the threshold of con-
gressional consideration of the U.S.-
Vietnam bilateral trade agreement
would send terribly mixed diplomatic
signals and would undermine the great
economic reforms now gaining momen-
tum in Vietnam.

On emigration, the central issue for
the Jackson-Vanik waiver, more than
500,000 Vietnamese citizens have en-
tered the United States under the or-
derly departure program in the past 10
to 15 years. As a result of steps taken
by Vietnam to streamline its emigra-
tion process, all but 73 of the nearly
21,000 individuals who have applied for
consideration under the Resettlement
Opportunity for Vietnamese Returnees
program have been cleared for inter-
view.

Another critical issue in our bilateral
relationship with Vietnam continues to
be the fullest possible accounting of
U.S. MIAs. As of last week, the fate has
been determined for all but 41 of the so-
called ‘‘last known-alive’’ cases. Fu-
ture progress in terms of the ability of
U.S. personnel to conduct excavations,
interview eyewitnesses and examine ar-
chival items is dependent upon contin-
ued cooperation by the Vietnamese.

The effect of the Jackson-Vanik
waiver at this time is quite limited, en-
abling U.S. exporters doing business in
Vietnam to have access to U.S. trade
financing programs provided that Viet-
nam meets the relevant program cri-
teria. Nevertheless, the significance of
Vietnam’s Jackson-Vanik waiver is
that it permits us to stay engaged with
Vietnam and to pursue further reforms
on the full range of issues on the bilat-
eral agenda.

Extending Vietnam’s waiver will give
reformers within the government
much-needed support to continue eco-
nomic reforms. Therefore, I urge a
‘‘no’’ vote on H.J. Res. 55.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to House Joint Resolution
55, which would deny Normal Trade Relations
(NTR) with Vietnam, the world’s 13th largest
nation with a population of 80 million people.
I urge our colleagues to vote against the
measure.

Mr. Speaker, the decision before us is much
like the debate we had recently over trade re-
lations with China. In the case of Vietnam, as
with China, many opponents of NTR focus on
the serious human rights violations committed
by the Communist government. These are
valid and compelling criticisms, as in Vietnam
the practice of religion is routinely restricted
and political freedom is brutally suppressed,
especially public dissent.

However, these human rights abuses, as
well as our concerns over minimum labor
standards and environmental protection, will
not be addressed by America continuing to
turn its back to Vietnam.

I believe engaging with Vietnam by support
of Normal Trade Relations and the Bilateral
Trade Agreement will not only create new and
fair business opportunities for America but,
more importantly, will bring about significant
political and social progress in Vietnam. Com-
mitting the Vietnamese Government to enact
market-oriented reforms will enhance respect
for the rule of law, ultimately leading to a more
democratic society that respects and protects
the rights of its citizens. Additionally, this will
lay the foundation for Vietnam’s eventual entry
into the World Trade Organization, further re-
inforcing Vietnam’s obligation and duty to con-
duct itself as a civilized and responsible mem-
ber of the international community.

In supporting Normal Trade Relations for
China last week, Mr. Speaker, I found particu-
larly persuasive and enlightening the voices of
those Chinese dissidents who have been per-
secuted and imprisoned for years—individuals
who are among China’s harshest and most
vocal critics.

Prominent Chinese democracy activists
such as Bao Tong, Xie Wanjun, Ren Wanding,
Dai Qing, Zhou Litai and Wang Dan have
urged the United States to extend China Nor-
mal Trade Relations as it would hasten Chi-
na’s entry into the WTO, forcing China’s ad-
herence to international standards of conduct
and respect for the rule of law. Moreover, they
argue that closer economic relations between
the U.S. and China allows America to more ef-
fectively monitor human rights and push for
political reforms in China.

Mr. Speaker, the wisdom of these coura-
geous Chinese dissidents also applies in the
case of Vietnam.

For a year, Hanoi’s leaders have delayed
signing the Bilateral Trade Agreement with us
precisely because they fear economic reform
and U.S. engagement will undermine the so-
cialist foundation and monopoly on power of
their Communist regime.

Mr. Speaker, the Communist leadership in
Hanoi is right to be fearful. Normalizing trade
relations between our nations will allow Amer-
ica to engage—promoting democracy and
spurring political, social and human rights
progress in Vietnam that in the long-run can-
not be controlled nor stopped. I strongly urge

our colleagues to engage the people of Viet-
nam, and oppose the legislation before us.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises in opposition to the H.J. Res. 55, which
would disapprove the Bush Administration’s
extension of the waiver of Jackson-Vanik trade
restrictions on Vietnam. Therefore, in voicing
this opposition to the resolution, it is important
for us to recognize what the Jackson-Vanik
waiver does and does not do.

By law, the underlying issue here is about
emigration. Based on Vietnam’s record of
progress on emigration and its continued co-
operation on U.S. refugee programs over the
past year, renewal of the Jackson-Vanik waiv-
er will continue to promote greater freedom of
emigration. Disapproval would, undoubtedly,
result in the opposite.

The Jackson-Vanik waiver also symbolizes
our interest in further developing relations with
Vietnam. Having lifted the trade embargo and
established diplomatic relations five years ago,
the United States has tried to work with Viet-
nam to normalize incrementally our bilateral
political, economic and consular relationship.
This is in America’s own short-term and long-
term national interest. It builds on Vietnam’s
own policy of political and economic re-inte-
gration into the world. This will be a lengthy
and challenging process. However, now is not
the time to reverse course on gradually nor-
malizing our relations with Vietnam.

Vietnam now continues to cooperate fully
with our priority efforts to achieve the fullest
possible accounting of American POW–MIAs.
The Jackson-Vanik waiver contributes to this
process.

The Jackson-Vanik waiver certainly does
not constitute an endorsement of the Com-
munist regime in Hanoi. We cannot approve of
a regime that places severe restrictions on
basic freedoms, including the right to organize
political parties, freedom of speech, and free-
dom of religion. On many occasions, with this
Member’s support, this body passed resolu-
tions condemning just such violations of civil
and human rights.

The Jackson-Vanik waiver does not provide
Vietnam with any new trade benefits, including
Normal Trade Relations (NTR) status. With
the Jackson-Vanik waiver, the United States
has been able to successfully negotiate and
sign a new bilateral commercial trade agree-
ment with Vietnam. Congress will have an op-
portunity to decide in the future whether to ap-
prove it or not and whether to grant NTR to
Vietnam. But, that is a separate process. The
renewal of the Jackson-Vanik waiver only
keeps this process going—nothing more.

Also it is important to note that the renewal
of the Jackson-Vanik waiver does not
aututomatically make American exports to
Vietnam eligible for possible coverage by U.S.
trade financing programs. The waiver only al-
lows American exports to Vietnam to be eligi-
ble for such coverage.

Mr. Speaker, the Vietnam War is over and
we have embarked on a new, though cautious
and expanding, relationship with Vietnam.
Now is not the time to reverse course. Accord-
ingly, this Member urges a ‘‘no’’ vote on the
resolution of disapproval.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this resolution and urge my
colleagues to uphold the current Jackson-
Vanik waiver.
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The Jackson-Vanik provision of the 1974

Trade Act was intended to encourage com-
munist countries to relax their restrictive emi-
gration policies.

The Jackson-Vanik waiver specifically grant-
ed the President the power to waive the re-
strictions on U.S. government credits or in-
vestment guarantees to communist countries if
the waiver would help promote significant
progress toward relaxing emigration controls.

Mr. Speaker, Senator Scoop Jackson was a
staunch anti-communist. Yet, he was willing to
consider to incentives to encourage the Soviet
Union to relax its emigration policy.

In 1998, Charles Vanik, former Member and
co-author of the Jackson-Vanik provision, sent
me a letter expressing his strong opposition to
the motion to disapprove trade credits for Viet-
nam and urged the Congress to uphold the
current waiver.

Vietnam is experiencing a new era, driven
by a population where 65 percent of its citi-
zens were born after the war. Vietnam today
welcomes U.S. trade and economic invest-
ment.

The Vietnamese Government has made sig-
nificant progress in meeting the emigration cri-
teria in the Jackson-Vanik amendment.
Through a policy of engagement and U.S.
business investment, Vietnam has improved
its emigration policies, cooperated on U.S. ref-
ugee programs, and worked with the United
States on achieving the fullest possible ac-
counting of POW/MIAs from the Vietnam War.

Despite problems of corruption and govern-
ment repression, there is reason to believe
that our presence in Vietnam can improve the
situation and encourage its government to be-
come more open, respect human rights and
follow the rule of law.

The economic incentives provided in Jack-
son-Vanik are all one-sided favoring U.S. firms
doing business in Vietnam. I am among many
of my colleagues who support approval of the
U.S.-Vietnam Bilateral Trade Agreement that
will be marked up by the Ways and Means
Committee later today. This bilateral agree-
ment will advance U.S. economic interests
and further integrate Vietnam into the global
economy.

Recently departed U.S. Ambassador to Viet-
nam, Pete Peterson, our esteemed former col-
league and former POW, has been one of our
nation’s strongest advocates for expanding
trade with Vietnam. Renewing the Jackson-
Vanik waiver will increase market access for
U.S. goods and services in the 12th most pop-
ulous country in the world.

Disapproval of this waiver will only discour-
age U.S. businesses from operating in Viet-
nam, arm Soviet-style hardliners with the pre-
text to clamp down on what economic and so-
cial freedoms the Vietnamese people now ex-
perience, and eliminate what opportunity we
have to influence Vietnam in the future.

Mr. Speaker, we have debated and soundly
rejected similar disapproval resolutions in past
years. I urge my colleagues to do the same
today and uphold the presidential waiver of
the Jackson-Vanik requirements.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, July 25, 2001, the joint res-
olution is considered as having been
read for amendment, and the previous
question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, this
vote on the passage of House Joint Res-
olution 55 will be followed by a vote on
the motion to suspend the rules and
pass H.R. 1954, the Iran-Libya Sanc-
tions Act extension.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 91, nays 324,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 17, as
follows:

[Roll No. 275]

YEAS—91

Aderholt
Andrews
Baca
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Berry
Bonilla
Bonior
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Burton
Buyer
Chabot
Coble
Collins
Conyers
Cox
Culberson
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Duncan
Everett
Flake
Gilman
Goode
Graham

Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Honda
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Kennedy (RI)
Kucinich
LoBiondo
Lofgren
McIntyre
Menendez
Mink
Norwood
Otter
Paul
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Riley
Rivers
Rogers (MI)

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Royce
Sanchez
Sanders
Scarborough
Schaffer
Shows
Smith (NJ)
Solis
Souder
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Traficant
Visclosky
Wamp
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—324

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akin
Allen
Armey
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Borski

Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn

Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett

Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Granger
Graves
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce

LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn

Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Woolsey
Wu

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Kaptur

NOT VOTING—17

Bachus
Blumenauer
Blunt
Chambliss
Cubin
Deal

Ehrlich
Emerson
Fletcher
Gekas
Houghton
Hunter

Jones (NC)
Lipinski
McNulty
Snyder
Spence
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b 1144

Messrs. ALLEN, DELAY, GIBBONS
and LEWIS of California and Mrs.
MEEK of Florida changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Ms. SOLIS, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of
Virginia and Messrs. WAMP, HONDA,
BERRY, FLAKE and BONILLA
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the joint resolution was not
passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.J. Res.
55, the joint resolution just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

b 1145

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks, and include therein extra-
neous material.)

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE RE-
GARDING THE IRAN AND LIBYA
SANCTIONS ACT

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am in
receipt of a letter dated July 24 ad-
dressed to me as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means signed by
the Speaker of the House.

The letter says that ‘‘If the President
submits a report, pursuant to the
‘ILSA Extension Act of 2001’ that con-
tains a recommendation stating that
the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act should be
terminated or modified, and if a bill is
introduced that would terminate or
modify ILSA, as recommended by the
President, within 60 legislative days of
the filing of the President’s report,
then I will use my authority under
Rule XII, clause 2(c)(5) to place a time
limit of not more than 45 days on all
committees to which such legislation
is referred.’’

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the letter just referenced.

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 24, 2001.

Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,

Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to Rule XII,
clause 2(c)(5), the Speaker may subject the
referral of a bill to a committee of primary
jurisdiction to appropriate time limitations.
If the President submits a report pursuant to
the ‘‘ILSA Extension Act of 2001’’ that con-
tains a recommendation stating that the
Iran and Libya Sanctions Act (‘‘ILSA’’)
should be terminated or modified, and if a
bill is introduced that would terminate or

modify ILSA, as recommended by the Presi-
dent, within sixty legislative days of the fil-
ing of the President’s report, then I will use
my authority under Rule XII, clause 2(c)(5)
to place a time limit of not more than forty-
five days on all Committees to which such
legislation is referred.

Sincerely,
J. DENNIS HASTERT,

Speaker of the House.

f

ILSA EXTENSION ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1954, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1954, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 6,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 17, as
follows:

[Roll No. 276]

YEAS—409

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot

Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson

Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)

Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions

Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—6

Conyers
Hilliard

LaFalce
McKinney

Paul
Rahall

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Bonior

NOT VOTING—17

Blumenauer
Blunt
Cubin
Deal
Ehrlich
Emerson

Fletcher
Gekas
Houghton
Hunter
Jones (NC)
King (NY)

Lipinski
McNulty
Radanovich
Snyder
Spence

b 1206

Mr. CONYERS changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor

thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘‘A bill to extend the authorities of the

Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 until
2006, and for other purposes.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, earlier today I
missed rollcall votes No. 275 and No. 276 on
H.J. Res. 55, Disapproving Normal Trade Re-
lations with Vietnam and H.R. 1954, The Iran
Libya Sanctions Act. During the vote I was in
a part of the Capitol building where the occur-
rence of floor votes was not indicated by the
light/bell system. I request that the RECORD re-
flect that had I been on the floor, I would have
cast a vote against H.J. Res. 55 and in favor
of H.R. 1954, which I have cosponsored.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO HOUSTON
SOLAR RACE TEAM ON WINNING
WINSTON SOLAR CHALLENGE

(Mr. WICKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, as we pre-
pare to debate national energy policy,
a solar-powered car race which con-
cluded yesterday calls attention to the
uses of alternative energy sources.

The Winston Solar Challenge is an
educational competition among high
school teams from across our Nation.
The winner will compete in the world
competition this November in Aus-
tralia.

This 8-day race covered a 1,400 mile
course from Texas to Indiana. The
competition concluded late yesterday
with the winning team finishing more
than 271 miles in front of their closest
competitor. I am immensely proud that
the winner of this race is from the city
of Houston, Mississippi, located in my
district.

Under the guidance of advisers
Danny Lantrip and Keith Reese, the
team includes Captains Trey Ellison,
Andy Goode, and members Daniel
Black, Clay Bishop, Adam Duncan,
Marshall Faulkner, Chris Free, Jason
Mallone, Josh Moore, Casey Smith,
Nikkie Smith, Bryan White, Jimmy
Jones, and Jeannie Moore.

Congratulations to the Houston
Solar Race Team on an extraordinary
performance and a job well done. The
city of Houston, Chickasaw County,
the entire State of Mississippi, and now
the United States of America are proud
of you.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule
I, the Chair declares the House in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f

b 1317

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LATOURETTE) at 1 o’clock
and 17 minutes p.m.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2620, DEPARTMENTS OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2002

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 107–164) on the
resolution (H. Res. 210) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2620)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development and for sundry
independent agencies, boards, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

WAIVING A REQUIREMENT OF
CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE XIII WITH
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE
ON RULES

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
the direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 209
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 209

Resolved, That the requirement of clause
6(a) of rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to con-
sider a report from the Committee on Rules
on the same day it is presented to the House
is waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported on the legislative day of July 26, 2001,
providing for consideration or disposition of
the bill (H.R. 2620) making appropriations for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development and for sun-
dry independent agencies, boards, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER), pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume. During consid-
eration of this resolution, all time
yielded is for the purpose of debate
only.

Mr. Speaker, last night the Com-
mittee on Rules met and reported this
resolution waiving clause 6(a) of rule

13, requiring a two-thirds vote to con-
sider a rule on the same day it is re-
ported from the Committee on Rules.
The resolution applies the waiver to a
special rule reported by the Committee
on Rules on or before the legislative
day of Thursday, July 26, 2001, if the
rule provides for consideration of the
first 2002 VA–HUD appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues are
aware, the Committee on Appropria-
tions has completed its work and filed
H.R. 2620, the fiscal year 2002 VA–HUD
appropriations bill and the Members
have had the opportunity to review
this legislation which addresses some
of our Nation’s most pressing needs. In
fact, yesterday the Committee on
Rules received testimony on this bill
from a number of Members in anticipa-
tion of reporting a rule to bring this
legislation before the House.

Adoption of this rule now will simply
allow us to consider the appropriations
package today rather than holding up
this bill until tomorrow or even next
week.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule and allow the House
to complete its work on the business at
hand.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio for
yielding me the customary 30 minutes,
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this martial-law rule. I oppose
the process that it represents where
the Committee on Rules meets in the
midnight hour rather than opening its
deliberations in the daytime.

The hearing for this measure was
held yesterday afternoon at 3 p.m. We
have had more than adequate time to
prepare the rule. I am at a loss to ex-
plain why we are once again preparing
to circumvent the rules of the body and
ram this controversial measure, mar-
tial law, down the throats of our col-
leagues. What aversion does this lead-
ership have to regular order?

The ‘‘martial-law measure’’ we are
considering is an extremely heavy-
handed process and, under the Rules of
the House, a two-thirds vote is required
to consider a rule on the same day that
the Committee on Rules reports it. But
martial-law procedures allow us to
bring a rule to be considered on the
same day it is reported with a major-
ity, rather than two-thirds vote.

Frankly, this process is baffling to
many of us. For the first time in years,
we are using this heavy-handed proce-
dure on an appropriations bill, making
its initial pass through the House. If
anyone could explain the real reason
why we find ourselves in this position,
I look forward to hearing it. I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on martial law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further speakers, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.
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The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the grounds that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 216, nays
200, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 277]

YEAS—216

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode

Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence

Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—200

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—17

Armey
Blumenauer
Carson (OK)
Cubin
Ehrlich
Houghton

Istook
Lipinski
McNulty
Myrick
Northup
Schaffer

Snyder
Spence
Tancredo
Udall (NM)
Waters

b 1351

Mr. BERRY and Ms. ESHOO changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I was
absent earlier today to attend the fu-
neral of a member of my family and I
missed rollcall votes number 275, 276
and 277.

Had I been present and voting, I
would have voted yes on rollcall 275,
yes on rollcall 276, and no on rollcall
277.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Rules is planning to
meet next week to grant a rule which
may limit the amendment process on
the Legislative Branch appropriations
bill for fiscal year 2002. The bill was or-
dered reported by the Committee on
Appropriations this morning and is ex-
pected to be filed later today.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment must submit 55 copies of
the amendment and one copy of a very
brief explanation of the amendment to
the Committee on Rules in room H–312
of the Capitol no later than 12 noon on
Monday, July 30. Members should draft
their amendments to the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions. The text is available at the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the rules of
the House.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2620, DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 210 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 210

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2620) making
appropriations for the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
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XXI are waived except as follows: beginning
with’’, except that’’ on page 64, line 12,
through ‘‘drinking water contaminants’’ on
line 17. Where points of order are waived
against part of a paragraph, points of order
against a provision in another part of such
paragraph may be made only against such
provision and not against the entire para-
graph. The amendment printed in the report
of the Committee on rules accompanying
this resolution may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report and only at
the appropriate point in the reading of the
bill, shall be considered as read, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the report are waived. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
During consideration of the bill, points of
order against amendments for failure to
comply with clause 2(e) of rule XXI are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my colleague,
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER); pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purposes of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 210 is
an open rule which provides for 1 hour
of general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH), and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), on H.R.
2620, the fiscal year 2002 Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations bill.

The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill. After
general debate, any Member wishing to
offer an amendment may do so as long
as it complies with the regular rules of
the House. The rule makes in order one
amendment printed in the report ac-
companying the rule and waives all
points of order against that amend-
ment.

The rule waives points of order
against provisions in the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI for
legislating on an appropriations bill
and prohibiting nonemergency des-
ignated amendments to be offered to an
appropriations bill containing an emer-
gency designation.

Finally, the rule permits the minor-
ity to offer a motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides yet
another example of a carefully crafted
bill from the Committee on Appropria-
tions that strikes a balance between

fiscal discipline and social responsi-
bility. I would like to commend the
chairman and the ranking member, and
all the members of the Committee on
Appropriations, for making the tough
decisions required to produce a
thoughtful bill that meets our most
important priorities.

While we can never agree on every-
thing, this is a good bill which we can
all agree addresses some of our Na-
tion’s most pressing needs. It takes
care of our veterans, it addresses the
Nation’s critical housing needs, it
helps to preserve and protect our envi-
ronment, it invests in scientific re-
search, and continues our exploration
into space.

This legislation maintains our com-
mitment to our Nation’s veterans, who
selflessly place themselves in harm’s
way so that we may enjoy the very
freedoms which we so cherish. Our vet-
erans deserve our thanks, but more im-
portantly they deserve and have earned
the benefits in this bill.

This year, the fiscal year 2002 Vet-
erans-HUD appropriations bill provides
an additional $1 billion over last year’s
increase for Veterans Medical Health
Care, bringing the total to $21.3 billion.
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I am proud to inform my colleagues
and, more importantly, our veterans
that we have increased Veterans Med-
ical Health Care by $4 billion over the
course of the last 3 fiscal years.

This bill increases Veterans Medical
and Prosthetic Research yet again, by
$20 million, and provides an extra $128
million over last year’s funding levels
for the Veterans Benefit Administra-
tion to expedite claims processing.

Finally, H.R. 2620 provides $100 mil-
lion for Veterans Extended Care Facili-
ties, an increase of $50 million over the
President’s request.

Mr. Speaker, along with providing for
the needs of our veterans, this legisla-
tion makes available important re-
sources to help the most vulnerable in
our society with a very basic need:
placing a roof over their heads.

Low-income families will benefit
through this bill’s investment in the
Housing Certificates Program, which
provides funding for Section 8 renewals
and tenant protection.

A $1.8 billion increase over last year’s
funding level will allow for the renewal
of all expiring Section 8 contracts and
provide needed relocation assistance at
the level requested by our President. A
total of $15.7 billion is provided for this
important program in fiscal year 2002.
This includes $197 million to fund some
34,000 new Section 8 vouchers.

In my district in Columbus, Ohio, we
know all too well how crucial this
housing assistance is for families who
are trying to lift themselves up and im-
prove their lives.

Other needed housing programs that
help our elderly, that help people with
AIDS and that help the disabled are
also receiving increases over last year’s
funding levels in this report.

H.R. 2620 also looks toward the future
by preserving and protecting our envi-
ronment for the next generations to
enjoy.

The bill targets funding and places
an emphasis on State grants to protect
the water that we drink and the air
that we breath.

The State Revolving Fund for Safe
Drinking Water is increased by more
than $25 million from last year’s level,
the Clean Water State Revolving Fund
is funded at $1.2 billion, equal to last
year’s level, and, finally, State Air
Grants are increased $8 million over
last year.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides
important funding which maintains
our commitment to the exploration of
space and the improvements of science.

I am pleased to say that the National
Science Foundation is increased by
some 9 percent or $414 million above
the last fiscal year. This will go a long
way to try to help foster scientific dis-
covery, promote basic research, as well
as increase science education.

NASA also receives an increase that
will bring total funding to more than
$15 billion. It fully funds the space
shuttle operations and increases fund-
ing for the International Space Station
programs. This will enable the United
States of America to maintain our su-
periority in space exploration and aero-
nautical research.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill ad-
dresses an unexpected shortfall within
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency by providing $1.3 billion in
emergency designated funding.

While, as a fiscal conservative, I am
generally opposed to the use of emer-
gency designations on appropriations
bills, this bill and the amendment
made in order under this rule provides
that the funds will only be made avail-
able if it is determined that they are
necessary for FEMA to meet the needs
of the communities adversely affected
by disaster. These funds simply rep-
resent an insurance policy for some of
our Nation’s hardest hit communities.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, and
it deserves our support. It takes a re-
sponsible path towards addressing our
Nation’s most pressing needs and prior-
ities. I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port this straightforward and non-
controversial rule, as well as this
must-do piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Ohio for
yielding me the customary half hour
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
have strong concerns about the rule
and the process it represents. As I stat-
ed earlier, the Committee on Rules and
the current leadership are developing a
compulsive aversion to regular order.
In what has become standard operating
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procedure, the Committee on Rules
emerged only moments ago to consider
what should be a noncontroversial open
rule on an appropriations bill making
its initial pass through this Chamber.

The underlying bill is too important
for this country to be treated so cava-
lierly. The gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH) and the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) deserve
rich praise for their work, particularly
in adding funds to the President’s ane-
mic budget for science. The President’s
budget requested a meager 1.2 percent
increase for the National Science
Foundation, barely half the amount
necessary to cover inflation. The Com-
mittee wisely added $368 million to the
President’s request, an amount which
will allow on-going research in basic
physics, chemistry, mathematics and
engineering.

I was particularly pleased and grati-
fied to see the inclusion of $8 million
for a proposed Infotonics Center of Ex-
cellence in my district of Rochester,
New York. This project will utilize my
region’s established expertise in optics,
the science of light, that is critical to
the future economic success of New
York State. This will be a cooperative
research and development facility
where academic researchers, industry
leaders such as Kodak, Xerox and Cor-
ning, and small companies can pool
their resources and expertise. With this
funding, we can begin to bridge the gap
between basic research and product
manufacturing focusing in optics,
fiberoptics and the emerging field of
photonics, transmitting data by light.

I also want to thank the chairman
for the increase in funding for HUD’s
Office of Lead Hazard Control funding.
I was pleased that 50 of my colleagues
signed my letter requesting this in-
crease, and I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with the Committee as
this funding works its way through the
appropriations process. Many older
houses and apartments still contain
lead-based paint.

Research shows that children with
elevated blood lead levels are seven
times more likely to drop out of school
and twice as likely to fall behind their
peers in language acquisition. In my
district of Rochester, New York, 37 per-
cent of the children tested have more
lead in their blood than the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention say is
safe. This increased funding will be a
critical step in addressing this prob-
lem.

Many Members on this side of the
aisle have expressed concern over vet-
erans medical care and public housing
programs that serve the country’s
most vulnerable citizens and families.
Unfortunately, an inadequate overall
allocation has forced the majority to
rely on budgetary gimmicks to stay
within the subcommittee’s budget ceil-
ing. These gimmicks include almost $1
billion of delayed obligations and ‘‘pre-
tend’’ budget allocations such as the
recommendation to eliminate funding
for the Corporation for National and

Community Service, a recommenda-
tion which the chairman announced
prior to reporting the bill that he in-
tends to reverse in conference.

These problems will cause the VA-
HUD bill to be the first of the seven ap-
propriations bills reported by the Com-
mittee that may not share broad bipar-
tisan support.

Mr. Speaker, this country has the re-
sources to care for its veterans and to
provide adequate housing for the poor,
the elderly and the disabled.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule for the VA-HUD Ap-
propriations bill.

I share the concerns of some Mem-
bers that the designated emergency
spending within the bill is at odds with
our broader imperative to uphold the
principles of fiscal discipline, and I ap-
plaud my colleagues for their convic-
tion. Yet, at the same time, it is imper-
ative that we ensure FEMA has the
necessary funds to be prepared for dis-
asters and emergencies.

Every year emergencies and catas-
trophes arise that draw down the ac-
count FEMA maintains to fund ex-
penses stemming from emergency re-
sponse efforts. In Houston, we just got
hit with several feet of water in one
day. Houston, if you have not been
there, is built on a plain. There is only
so much water that our system can ac-
commodate. We got hit with a lot more
than that. Now we are facing billions of
dollars in damages. That is cata-
strophic damage. It is the exact reason
that we classify some events as legiti-
mate emergencies.

Mr. Speaker, I have opposed and will
continue opposing attempts to manipu-
late the process by lumping wasteful
spending in with the legitimate ex-
penses that we incur by responding to
actual emergencies, but that is not the
case here. The FEMA account gen-
erally has emergency funds in contin-
gency reserve to deal with true emer-
gencies, and the flooding from Tropical
Storm Allison caused a real emergency
in Houston and all through the South.
We know that cleaning up the damage
has nearly wiped out FEMA’s funding,
so several weeks ago on this floor I op-
posed the partisan fear tactics that
were used by some of my colleagues on
other side of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, the fact remains that
FEMA has the funds necessary to carry
out their duties for the remainder of
this fiscal year. FEMA has the funds to
make it through the year. The respon-
sible thing to do is to restore the funds
to the account. It will enable FEMA to
assist Houston’s recovery, and as we
move into hurricane season it will en-
able FEMA to stand ready to meet any
short-term contingency as well.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the work of
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) as we move through this proc-

ess, and I ask my colleagues to vote for
the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, so far, with
the six appropriations bills which have
passed the House, we have seen bipar-
tisan support for every single one of
them. This is the first bill that will
generate considerable opposition, and I
want to explain why.

The fault does not lie with the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH) or
the subcommittee. He has done the
very best job he could possibly do,
given the allocation that he was given.
The problem is that the allocation is
too low, and that forces the bill to be
at least a half billion dollars lower
than it should be for veterans health
care, and it cripples the enforcement of
clean air and water laws across the
country.

It forces the bill to provide inad-
equate funding for housing for poor
kids. It forces the bill to eliminate the
National Service Corps, which even the
subcommittee itself admits is not a se-
rious initiative, but they had to do it
to, quote, ‘‘fit into the so-called budget
rules’’. It forces a number of other re-
ductions which everyone understands
in the end are essentially irresponsible.

Why does it do that? It does it be-
cause the tax bill passed earlier in the
year by this Congress sucked up every
single dollar on the table, which meant
that we had nothing left to deal with
the long-term problems of Social Secu-
rity, of Medicare, of education, of vet-
erans medical care, of environmental
protection or any other national pri-
ority.

Essentially, the House majority pre-
vented the House from facing the real
world trade-offs between tax cuts of
the most well-off people in our society
and other crucial funding for middle
income and lower income people.

Mr. Speaker, that is why I asked the
Committee on Rules to make in order
an amendment. Since they are pro-
viding numerous other waivers, I asked
them to make in order an amendment
that would allow us to add $300 million
to veterans health care, add $382 mil-
lion to housing, add $311 million to the
National Service Corps, add enough to
restore the 65 EPA environmental en-
forcement positions that they have
cut.

And we paid for it without cutting
into the Medicare surplus, without add-
ing to the deficit, by simply scaling
back the size of the tax cut for people
with incomes of over $330,000, by drop-
ping it from 39.6 to 39.1 percent instead
of the 38.6 percent that the House
passed earlier this year.

Mr. Speaker, the folks we are talking
about have seen their after-tax income
grow by $414,000 per family over the
last 20 years. I do not think that it is
asking of them too much to say, in-
stead of getting an average tax cut of
$53,000, to only get a tax cut of about
$25,000. I hardly think that is going to
put them in the poorhouse.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4655July 26, 2001
If we had that amendment before us,

we would be able to try to use that
money, which would be $1.3 billion, use
a billion of it in this bill for veterans
health care, for housing, for environ-
mental enforcement and the like, still
leaving $300 million available for addi-
tional education and defense priorities.

That to me is what we ought to do,
but the rule did not allow it. So I will
be asking each and every one of my
colleagues to vote against the previous
question on the rule so that we can
offer this amendment to allow the
House to choose whether giving a
$53,000 tax cut to people who make $1
million or more a year is more impor-
tant than enforcing our environmental
laws, more important than giving vet-
erans the medical care they need, more
important than providing decent hous-
ing for poor kids.

Mr. Speaker, I think the moral
choice is obvious. I would hope that the
House would allow us to face these
trade-offs. The problem with the budg-
et that has been passed is that, very
skillfully, these trade-offs have been
avoided. We have not been allowed to
exercise real-world choices. It is time
that we grow up and make these
choices.
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Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) chairman of the
Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time and for her leadership on this rule
and for guiding this bill through the
House for the third year in a row. I
hope we are as lucky this year as we
have been the last two.

I think we have a good bill, Mr.
Speaker. It is a work product that in-
corporates bipartisanship in its truest
form. The gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) and I have
worked hand in hand. Our staffs have
worked hand in hand and worked to-
gether on priorities. We had a man-
ager’s amendment in the full com-
mittee that the gentleman from West
Virginia helped to write. We incor-
porated that, and the bill was passed
out of committee on a voice vote. So
both parties, all Members, supported
the bill.

I think it is obviously a very complex
bill. There are a lot of different issues
in the bill. Perhaps the most impor-
tant, as always has been the case, is
Veterans. The authorizing committee
asked for additional funds in medical
care discretionary funds, and we pro-
vided a billion dollars over and above
what was provided last year. So in the
past 3 years, we will have increased
veterans’ medical care by just over $4
billion. That is a very substantial in-
crease. It is a tremendous commitment
on the part of the Congress to provide
funds to the veterans. In each case, we
have met or exceeded the President’s

request dating back from the previous
administration.

We also provided over $400 million for
construction. This is a direct response
to Members who felt that medical care
centers around the country were in
need of repair, major construction.
This is a huge commitment that has
not been duplicated in many, many
years. So I think we have made a real
effort here to put the funds where they
need to be in Veterans.

We have also provided an additional
$175 million above last year to provide
for veterans’ claims processing. This is
Secretary Principi’s highest goal, to
provide those resources. We are going
to help him to meet that commitment
to get those waiting times down for
veterans’ claims processing.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I appreciate
what the gentleman has said in re-
sponse to what we have already done
by increasing the President’s budget
request for these extremely important
issues. I know that we would like to do
more. But we are doing the best we can
to keep all of our bills within our budg-
et number. We cannot go over that
budget number.

What I wanted to say to our col-
leagues is that the Obey amendment
might have been more acceptable ex-
cept for one little problem, which I will
refer to in a minute. All of our commit-
tees in the House, jealously guard their
areas of responsibility and their areas
of jurisdiction. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is one of the outstanding
leaders in doing that for the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, to preserve
our prerogatives, and our responsibil-
ities. The problem with the amendment
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
wanted to have made in order and he
offered in the full committee, relates
to two sentences:

‘‘Paragraph 2 of section 1 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 relating to
reduction in rates after June 30, 2001
. . .’’, This is the tax bill, ‘‘. . . is
amended by adding after the table the
following: in the case of taxable years
beginning during calendar year 2002,
the preceding table shall be applied by
substituting 39.1 percent for 38.6 per-
cent.’’

That would change the tax law. The
Committee on Ways and Means right-
fully is protecting their responsibility
and their prerogatives, in being op-
posed to this. I think it is incumbent
upon us if we intend to maintain the
integrity of all of our committee struc-
tures, that this is the reason we were
not able to accept this amendment.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding.
I also appreciate the good work that he
and the gentleman from West Virginia
have done to produce a really good bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. Let me simply say that I am
concerned with the integrity of this
Congress. And I think we can start
demonstrating that integrity by being
willing to make the specific trade-offs
that we have to make in the real world.
The problem that we have is that the
tax bill was passed before we ever had
a budget. That was a clever device by
which the House was shielded from
having to choose whether it was more
important to cut taxes by a specific
amount for high-income folks or
whether it was more important to use
some of that money for veterans, for
education, or for other high priorities.
We have been denied every other way
to make those trade-offs evident, so
this is the only avenue left open to us.
It may not be perfect, but it is a whole
lot better than not joining the issue at
all.

Mr. WALSH. I thank the ranking
member for his comments. I would re-
mind him that the Congress, both
House and Senate, voted for that tax
cut; and it is the law of the land.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us today
is an open rule that allows all amend-
ments provided for under the House
rules to be offered. It also waives all
points of order against provisions in-
cluded in the committee-passed bill.

Of particular importance and inter-
est, it waives points of order against a
provision offered in full committee by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY). This provision would provide
$1.3 billion for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency designated as
emergency funding. We all know about
the disaster that Tropical Storm Alli-
son brought to Texas and the Gulf
Coast.

Other States, Mr. Speaker, have also
recently experienced federally declared
disasters. My own State of West Vir-
ginia is struggling to recover from re-
cent flooding. Twenty-two counties
have been included in the Federal dis-
aster declaration and a recent estimate
for West Virginia has placed the dam-
age cost in excess of $175 million.

We know that the storm season is
just beginning, and FEMA has told us
that they will need additional funding.
We need to provide it to ensure that
communities that suffer disasters are
able to receive Federal assistance in a
timely manner.

While we in the minority would have
preferred providing this funding in the
fiscal year 2001 supplemental bill that
was recently considered, the adminis-
tration blocked that effort. However,
in the statement of administration pol-
icy with regard to this bill, on the
topic of emergency funding, they have
indicated that they do not object now
to the House including the emergency
funding in this bill for fiscal year 2002.
I am pleased that the Committee on
Rules protected this provision.
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I am disappointed that the Com-

mittee on Rules did not grant a waiver
making in order an amendment to be
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), ranking member of
the full Committee on Appropriations.
His amendment would have provided $1
billion in additional resources to ade-
quately fund many of the accounts in
this bill that are admittedly under-
funded. As an offset, the amendment
would have decreased the recently en-
acted reduction in the highest mar-
ginal tax rate by just .5 percent. While
I might consider this a minor change,
for those who supported the tax cut, it
has the implication of shifting millions
of dollars from the highest-income citi-
zens in our land to benefit some of the
neediest citizens and neediest commu-
nities in our land.

Because this amendment was not
made in order, I support efforts to de-
feat the previous question so that the
rule can be amended to permit the
Obey amendment to be considered by
the House.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman from
Ohio for yielding me this time, espe-
cially in light of the fact that I am ris-
ing in opposition to this rule. I would
point out that it is a very reluctant op-
position. This is the first time that I
have opposed a rule since I have been
in Congress.

The fact is in recent years we have
been spending too much money. The re-
sult of that is that we are in grave dan-
ger, as a result of the spending in-
creases we have had in recent years
and the economic downturn, that with-
in a few short years we could be back
to raiding Medicare and raiding Social
Security. We made a promise we would
not do that. This rule makes that prob-
lem worse. It makes that danger worse.
Let me explain why.

This bill, as we know, adds $1.3 bil-
lion in funding for FEMA. Above and
beyond the $1.4 billion ordinary fund-
ing for FEMA, there is 1.3 billion addi-
tional FEMA dollars that have an
emergency designation. The signifi-
cance of the emergency designation is
that that money does not have to be
offset. So that means it is in addition
to the entire budget. It is above and be-
yond all that we are going to spend in
2002. House rules forbid putting an
emergency designation into a non-
emergency bill. This rule breaks that
rule. It waives that provision.

Why was that done, again I ask? It
was to make sure that this did not
have to be offset. That is what is wrong
with this. Those of us who are going to
oppose this rule do not do so because
we necessarily oppose the FEMA fund-
ing. What we oppose is the fact that we
are not going to be able to strike the
emergency designation and require this
to be offset; and as a result, we are
going to increase the risk that we may,

in fact, end up raiding Medicare or So-
cial Security at some time in the near
future.

I would also point out the President
did not request this. Normally when
the President requests an emergency,
he sends a letter requesting emergency
funding and designates a specific event.
The President did not do that. In fact,
he issued a statement of administra-
tion policy. I will quote briefly. It says:

‘‘The administration appreciates
Congress’ attentiveness to the needs of
FEMA. The administration is not, how-
ever, prepared to commit to a specific
level of contingent emergency appro-
priations at this time.’’

That is exactly what this does. It
puts in an extra $1.3 billion. I urge my
Democratic colleagues who object to
not being able to offer an amendment,
do not vote against the previous ques-
tion only to vote for the rule. You
ought to vote against the rule if you do
not agree with this rule. I urge my Re-
publican colleagues likewise.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to also oppose the rule. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) and I must read different
things, but let me tell you why. This
place passed out a tax cut way out
there and now everybody stands up and
says, ‘‘We don’t have enough money to
do what’s necessary.’’

We are in such a fix that the leader-
ship from Texas has to bring us out
here and put us under martial law.
Why? Because they want to have $1.3
billion in relief to Texas. Now, yester-
day on the Foreign Ops bill, we could
pass all this money, 300 and some odd
million dollars to wipe out drugs in Co-
lombia. But in this bill, because we
need $1.3 billion, we take $310 million
in drug money, fighting drugs, out of
the public housing in this country. We
worry about it in Colombia but not in
our own cities. We wipe out
AmeriCorps for $445 million. We are
getting closer to that $1.3.

The issue here is what is an emer-
gency. The White House says that what
goes on in India, where they knocked
down 100,000 houses and 30,000 people
died, we can give them $5 million. That
is how much the great and generous
and rich United States can do. In El
Salvador, where they have had the
worst earthquake in history, we give
them nothing.

So now the message here is to those
Ecuadorians and San Salvadorans is
get in a bus and get to Texas, because
if there is any problem, it will get
taken care of in Texas. The gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN)
says that West Virginia has a few prob-
lems. Folks, get in the car and get to
Texas, because that is what we are
going to take care of. We are not going
to take care of anything else. We are

not going to take care of CDBG. We are
cutting money out of there. Of course
we passed this community money into
the churches so we all better write a
letter to our churches, send more
money, because you are not going to
get it from the Congress.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to take this op-
portunity to thank the members of the
Committee on Appropriations for their
hard work on the bill. I offered an
amendment in the Committee on Rules
which was not granted a waiver and
that is very, very disappointing, be-
cause my amendment would appro-
priate no additional funds and it would
only authorize the use of existing funds
for an important program. It would
have authorized the Director of the
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy to establish a minority emergency
preparedness demonstration program
to research and promote the capacity
of minority communities throughout
the country to get data, information,
and awareness education through
grants, contracts, or cooperative agree-
ments with eligible nonprofit corpora-
tions. These nonprofits would do re-
search on the status of emergency pre-
paredness and disaster response aware-
ness in African American and Hispanic
communities across the country, in
rural areas, suburban areas and deter-
mine how they are impacted by natural
and man-made disasters and emer-
gencies.
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Also, they would be authorized to de-
velop and promote awareness of emer-
gency preparedness programs in minor-
ity communities and to develop com-
petent educational materials that
could be disseminated in these commu-
nities and to organizations and institu-
tions.

This was a good bill. It would be very
helpful, particularly since in the past
year there were 51 disasters in 33 dif-
ferent states, and this year there have
been 23 disasters in 22 different states.
The impact on minorities has been es-
tablished by FEMA at 21⁄2 times greater
on minorities than any other group.

This is a very, very much-needed op-
eration, given the disasters we have
had; and I am very, very disappointed
that the rule does not allow a waiver to
allow consideration of my amendment,
which has been printed and is in the
RECORD.

I urge ultimate passage of the bill,
but if we can defeat the rule and per-
haps allow consideration of this
amendment, I certainly would be ap-
preciative. It would be good for Amer-
ica, good for African American and His-
panic communities that are impacted
so greatly by our floods, tornadoes and
natural disasters where there have
been tremendous fatalities and loss of
life over the past few years.
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Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would encourage the
gentleman that just spoke to offer that
amendment when the time comes.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentlewoman yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, we are now in the
eighth of 13 appropriations bills, and,
as we drive this process to conclusion,
I think it would be smart to stop and
look at the fuel gauge.

That is what we have here, a gas
gauge. We started out with a full tank,
flush with surpluses, $95 billion this
year. We did our resolution, 302(a), and
gave $4 billion more than the baseline,
so you take that out. We did a budget
resolution with a placeholder number
for defense. Now we are having to come
back and put in a real number for de-
fense, and, in outlay terms, it is $12 bil-
lion.

Because we did not adequately pro-
vide for defense and because we did not
provide at all for emergencies, even
though the chairman of our committee
wanted to institutionalize that, it ap-
peared that a bigger tax cut was fea-
sible. So the tax cut for this year takes
out $75 billion, but for a gimmick I will
mention in just a minute. So when you
factor in those changes you get down
to $3 billion. That is how close we are
to being empty.

Now, one thing saves us, and that is
we did an artificial one-time transfer
of funds from September 15 to October
1. The problem is, when we go home in
August, that money may disappear
when CBO does its update of the budget
and economy. If that is true, we will
really be running right on empty. That
is all we have got left to provide for
emergencies, to provide for other prior-
ities that come along in this process
before it is completed. That is what is
wrong with the tax cut.

What happened? I do not blame the
subcommittee at all. I did not get up to
criticize the subcommittee. I think
they have done as well as they could do
with what was allocated.

But we pointed out if you went with
this budget with these tax cuts and
this allocation, this was going to hap-
pen to veterans. We could not fund
fully the basic needs of the Veterans
Health Care Program. It has happened.
It has come to pass. We have less than
they need. They have done a good job
in trying to plus it up as well they
could, but there is not enough there.

In the Housing Program, how could
one pick a program that helps the vul-
nerable more than housing? We have a
$20 billion backlog in capital require-
ments and maintenance needs. What
are we doing? Taking a half billion dol-
lars out of it. The housing projects are
a haven for drugs. We are eliminating
the Public Housing Drug Elimination
Program.

This is a consequence of having a
budget where we did not adequately
provide for emergencies, we did not
adequately provide for defense, we
fooled ourselves about the size of the
tax cut, and now we are inheriting the
consequences. You see the fruits of this
in the bill before us today.

I commend the committee for doing
the best they could with what they
have got, but these are the con-
sequences of the tax bill that we adopt-
ed just a couple of months ago.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, the con-
sideration of this appropriations bill
and the rule attendant to it presents
somewhat of a serious dilemma to all
of us who are approaching this issue
very carefully. On the one hand, it elic-
its only a sense of praise for the sub-
committee chairman, the chairman of
the full committee, the ranking mem-
bers, for the way in which they have
squeezed as much as they have into
this bill, given the limited resources
that they had to work with.

But that is essentially the problem.
We have choked ourselves off in this
country by this enormous tax cut that
we passed earlier this year preceding
the budget, in the craziest way of ap-
proaching fiscal policy I think we have
seen in this government in a long, long
time. What does that leave us with? It
leaves us with some very serious prob-
lems we are not addressing.

The gentleman from South Carolina
just made the point about housing. We
have a $20 billion backlog in housing.
We have a housing crisis in this coun-
try. Many people, in urban and rural
areas across America, find it impos-
sible to get a house. Municipal work-
ers, for example, are not making
enough money to afford a house in the
present market. This is a housing cri-
sis. There is no place for them to live
and raise their families.

Similar things can be said about en-
vironmental protection. This bill does
the best it can, but it does not provide
nearly enough money to protect the
quality of the natural environment
from toxic discharges and other re-
leases into the ambient air and the
general environment.

That is a serious mistake. And why?
Because we choked ourselves off with
that huge tax cut, and we do not have
the resources that we need to attend to
vital concerns addressing our people.
The same thing can be said about
health care. The same thing can be said
about our growing crisis in transpor-
tation. Look at any of the airports in
this country and you can see it very,
very clearly. Drive along the roads dur-
ing rush hour. It becomes readily ap-
parent. We are not doing anything to
deal with the need for surface transpor-
tation, particularly rail transportation
between our major cities.

So, this is a dilemma for all of us. We
are not allowing ourselves to deal with
these important issues facing the
American people.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
New York just spoke of the inability of
our budget to handle the needs of our
people. I want to speak to the veterans’
budget, the veteran parts of this budg-
et, because the same is true there. We
simply have let our veterans down in
this budget. We have not honored the
promise, we have not honored our com-
mitment, we have not honored our con-
tract with our Nation’s veterans.

Now, we are fond on the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, at least on the
Democratic side, of saying that you do
not have a surplus until you have paid
your bills, and we have not paid our
bills to the Nation’s veterans. We had a
decade of flat-line budgeting, and, as a
result, the quality of medical care de-
clined, the waiting times for appoint-
ments expanded greatly, and the new
diseases and the diseases of aging vet-
erans could not be handled with the
same professionalism as previously. So
we have not paid our bills to our Na-
tion’s veterans.

Now, the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee said that we added
$1 billion to last year’s budget. Well,
all independent analysts say that $1
billion for our veterans’ health care
system barely keeps up with inflation
and does not allow us to make the
gains that we had promised over the
last decade.

I am going to make several amend-
ments to this bill when the time is ap-
propriate to bring the level of the
budget up to a more appropriate level,
especially in health care.

All the veterans’ groups in this Na-
tion got together to produce something
called the Independent Budget. What
they did here was a very professional
analysis of what was needed to care for
our veterans, not just give me more
money here or give me more money
there, but let us reduce the waiting
times to this number of days by put-
ting this much money in. Let us in-
crease the number of positions in the
Benefits Administration so we can de-
crease the waiting times for adjudica-
tion. Let us make sure we can have re-
search that will deal with the new dis-
eases, like hepatitis C and the Persian
Gulf War illness. That is what this
Independent Budget does, and that is
what this Congress ought to do.

So I will be making amendments to
increase the health care budget by $1.7
billion, which is what the veterans
groups’ analysis says. We will try to
make improvements in the health re-
search budget. We will try to make
amendments to treat such diseases as
hepatitis C and also to treat the Fili-
pino veterans of World War II who we
have denied care to for the last 50
years.

So we will make those amendments.
I hope they will get the similar waiver
that you have for emergency funding,
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that you have for other items. Let us
really keep our commitment to our Na-
tion’s veterans.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in reluctant opposition to the
rule. I have not been here long, but this
will be the first rule that I have op-
posed. I am not insensitive to disasters
like the one we had in Texas, but I just
feel that it would be disaster to ignore
the spirit of our own rules and go right
back to emergency spending.

We are perilously close to dipping
into the Social Security and Medicare
surpluses. We promised our citizens
that we would not do that. We are close
to it. We need not do it.

The problem is not the tax cut, the
problem is spending. We have had an
average of 6 percent a year growth in
spending over the past 3 years. That is
the problem. We cannot simply cannot
maintain that.

I urge a vote against the rule.
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON), a member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, there you have it. You
have got one group in the House who
says a $4 billion increase is too much
spending. You have another group in
the House that says it is not enough
spending. You have a group in the
House who gauges all reality on how
many billions of dollars you can spend.
And yet this House has passed a very
balanced budget, a budget that funds
the priorities. It puts in money for So-
cial Security and Medicare and Med-
icaid. It pays down the debt. It takes
care of our normal obligations of gov-
ernment, such as education, transpor-
tation and health care. Then it returns
dollars to the hard-working taxpayers,
and then it spends money wisely.

Yet this reckless scheme of the
Democrats to blame everything on a
tax reduction, you know, Georgia is
going to get in the form of $300, $500
and $600 checks $1.2 billion in the next
couple of weeks. Now, that is $1.2 bil-
lion that is going to be spent by nor-
mal people, like Joe and Shirley Har-
rington in Wilmington Island, Georgia,
and what they are going to do with
that money is do something real glam-
orous like buy a dryer, or maybe buy
some clothes for the kids who are going
to be going back to school.

This is not going to be enough money
for a nice vacation, the kind of money
that the big Washington bureaucrats
make up here. But, do you know what,
they know how to spend their money
more than I do.

That is what the debate is about here
today, who should spend that money:
the geniuses in Washington, the big bu-
reaucracy who can control people’s
lives through their spending, or should

we empower the citizens of America
who earned the money, the people that
it belongs to?

We are faced with a very important
bill, a very balanced bill, a bill that
puts our veterans’ health care spending
over $1 billion higher than what Presi-
dent Clinton did. I want to repeat that.
Veterans’ health care provides a $1 bil-
lion increase over the last year, and
yet I hear my friends saying no to that.
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We are also going to put more money
in Veterans Administration and med-
ical and prosthetic research, in na-
tional cemeteries, in State extended
health care facilities, and in veterans’
hospitals.

Mr. Speaker, this is very, very impor-
tant money.

In addition to that, we are going to
put money into housing so that the
poorest of our citizens can have fair
and decent public housing and, there
again, it is increased. We are going to
put money in to protect the environ-
ment; and I, as a member of the Sub-
committee on the Interior of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, think it is
very important to fund Superfund and
to put money in leaking underground
storage tanks, and safe drinking water,
in clean drinking water State revolving
funds. These are all important projects.
I want to support them, and that is
why I am support the rule.

I think it is important to say also
that this committee has had to make
some tough decisions. There are still
many of us who remember when Presi-
dent Clinton stood in the well of the
House and said, I am going to set up
AmeriCorps; we are going to start pay-
ing volunteers for what they are doing
for free. I guess this was some new con-
cept in socialism in America, but peo-
ple who are volunteers are doing it be-
cause they want to do it for free, but
President Clinton wanted to pay them.
We are saying there has been a lot of
waste in that program. We do not
think it is wise at this point to con-
tinue that risky scheme of paying vol-
unteers.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this rule. It does comply with the budg-
et. Our budget, again, takes care of So-
cial Security, Medicare, the normal
and needed obligations of government
such as education and housing and, in
this budget, veterans. Then, it returns
a portion of the surplus to the citizens
of America, after paying down the
debt.

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues,
this bill is in compliance with that
budget that has passed both Houses,
and I urge my colleagues to vote for
the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
Members to oppose the previous ques-
tion. If the previous question is de-
feated, the ranking minority member
of the Committee on Appropriations,

the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), will offer an amendment to the
rule. The amendment will make in
order the amendment offered at the
Committee on Appropriations by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
and also at the Committee on Rules.

The amendment adds $1 billion for
veterans medical care, for critical
housing programs, and to partially re-
store funding for the Corporation for
National and Community Service,
some of the issues that have been spo-
ken to here during the debate on the
rule. The money would come from par-
ing back the recently enacted tax cut
in the top tax bracket from 38.6 percent
to 39.1 percent. That is one-half of 1
percent from the richest Americans to
help some of the most vulnerable
Americans and communities.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials at this
point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR RULE ON H.R. 2620,
FY2002 APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE VA/HUD
At the end of the resolution add the fol-

lowing new sections:
‘‘SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution, it shall be in order
without intervention of any point of order to
consider the following amendment if offered
by Representative Obey or his designee. The
amendment shall be considered as read and
shall be debatable for 60 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent. All points of order are waived
against the amendment. The amendment is
not amendable and is not subject to a de-
mand for the division of the question.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

At the end of the bill, insert the following
new section:

‘‘SEC. 427. Paragraph (2) of section 1(i) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
to reductions in rates after June 30, 2001), is
amended by adding after the table the fol-
lowing:

In the case of taxable years beginning dur-
ing calendar year 2002, the preceding table
shall be applied by substituting ‘39.1%’ for
‘38.65’.’’

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS,
VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

In the paragraph ‘‘Medical Care’’, strike
‘‘$21,281,587,000’’ and insert ‘‘$21,581,587,000’’
in lieu thereof
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVEL-

OPMENT, PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND

In the paragraph entitled ‘‘Public Housing
Capital Fund’’, strike ‘‘$2,555,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$2,837,000,000’’ in lieu thereof

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

After the paragraph entitled ‘‘homeless As-
sistance Grants: insert the following new
section:

‘‘SHELTER PLUS CARE RENEWALS

For the renewal on an annual basis or
amendment of contracts funded under the
Shelter Plus Care program, as authorized
under subtitle F of Title IV of the McKinney-
Vento Homeless Assistance Act, as amended,
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That each Shelter Plus
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Care project with an expiring contract shall
be eligible for renewal only if the project is
determined to be needed under the applicable
continuum of care and meets appropriate
program requirements and financial stand-
ards, as determined by the Secretary.’’

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

In the paragraph entitled ‘‘Environmental
Programs and Management’’, strike
‘‘$2,014,799,000’’ and insert ‘‘$2,021,799,000 in
lieu thereof

At the end of the paragraph entitled ‘‘En-
vironmental Programs and Management’’,
insert:

‘‘: Provided further, That the on-board staff-
ing level of the Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assistance shall be maintained
at not less than the level authorized for this
Office as of December 31, 2000’’
CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY

SERVICE

Strike the paragraph following the center
head entitled ‘‘National and Community
Service programs, Operating Expenses’’ and
insert the following new section:

‘‘(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the Corporation
for National and Community Service (the
‘‘Corporation’’) in carrying out programs, ac-
tivities, and initiatives under the National
and Community service Act of 1990 (the
‘‘Act’’) (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.), $311,000,000,
to remain available until September 30, 2003:
Provided, That not more than $50,000,000, to
remain available without fiscal year limita-
tion, shall be transferred to the National
Service trust account for educational awards
authorized under subtitle D of title I of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 12601 et seq.).

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the pre-
vious question so that we can have an
opportunity to vote on this critical
amendment.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, again, this is a good
bill; and the Committee on Appropria-
tions has done yeoman’s work in bal-
ancing a number of very, very impor-
tant priorities. The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of
the committee; along with the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH),
the subcommittee chairman; and the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN), the ranking member, have
done a great job.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2620 responds to
the needs of our veterans. It protects
our environment. It keeps the U.S. at
the forefront of space exploration. It
provides needed funding to ensure new
scientific discovery. It addresses our
Nation’s critical housing needs and, fi-
nally, helps more Americans realize
the dream of owning their own homes.
This we do without reversing tax relief
that we just gave to the American peo-
ple, tax relief which has not even gone
into effect yet.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on
the rule and the underlying legislation.
Support the previous question.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of the rule and the bill. For the
past four years, my colleague, Mr. TANCREDO,

and I have offered and amendment to the VA/
HUD Appropriations bill to restore or increase
the funding of the State Extended Care Facili-
ties Construction line item. I am extremely
happy to report that the Committee has fully
funded the program at $100 million for Fiscal
Year 2002.

This program is used to renovate and build
state nursing homes for veterans. State facili-
ties have proven that they can provide above
quality care at a more cost efficient price than
the federal government. In Fiscal Year 1998,
the VA spent on average $255.25 per resident
per day to care for long term nursing care
residents, while state veterans homes on aver-
age spent $40.00 per resident. This continued
in 1999.

Mr. Speaker, the State Extended Care Fa-
cilities Construction program addresses the
issue of long-term care for our nation’s vet-
erans. With the ranks of those requiring VA
care growing on a yearly basis, states already
face huge financial burdens in helping to care
for our veterans. In Illinois, the waiting list for
admittance to the LaSalle and Manteno state
extended care facilities are as long as two to
three years, and many ill veterans go un-
treated or are under-treated due to the lack of
beds.

Additionally, this funding will help pay the
millions of dollars in back payments to state
care facilities. In Illinois alone, last year over
$6 million was owed to the state for construc-
tion projects to comply with the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other facility updates.
This funding helps with the payback of un-
funded grant payments, and helps improve the
supply of long term care for our veterans in
the future.

There are two other programs that were not
funded under this bill and it is my hope that
we can work with Chairman WALSH and ap-
pointed conferees to have these provisions in-
cluded in the final bill. I am requesting
$800,000 through a HUD Special Purpose
Grant or Community Development Block Grant
to Cornerstone Services to relocate and ex-
pand its developmental training center. Cor-
nerstone Services provides progressive, com-
prehensive services to persons with disabilities
promoting choice, dignity, and the opportunity
to live and work in the community. For 32
years, Cornerstone has been a leader in pro-
viding state-of-the-art services to meet the in-
dividual needs of persons with developmental
disabilities, mental illnesses, physical disabil-
ities, sensory impairments and dual diag-
noses. The Will County-based, not-for-profit
delivers developmental, vocational, and be-
havioral health services in five large agency-
owned or leased locations and residential
services in numerous agency or consumer-
owned leased residences.

I am also requesting $600,000 to Joliet Jun-
ior College to assist funding efforts for the
Bridging Community, Economic and Workforce
Development through Local Partnerships
Project. This project embodies many of the
key components of Joliet Junior College’s mis-
sion and philosophy, community development,
economic development, and workforce devel-
opment. The college’s division responsible for
this initiative is the Institute of Economic Tech-
nology. The institute operates a Small Busi-
ness Development Center, Entrepreneurship
Services Center, Dislocated Worker Assist-
ance Center, Business Assistance and Train-
ing Center, and a Manufacturing Extension

Center. The institute is a national model for
business assistance services and economic
development.

Both of these programs are desperately
needed in my District and I hope that they will
be included in the final VA/HUD appropriations
bill.

Again, I would like to thank Chairman
WALSH and the members of the House Appro-
priations Committee for committing to this
funding, and for honoring our nation’s vet-
erans.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, when the
people of Georgia’s 8th district first elected me
to be their representative, I felt that our num-
ber one priority as legislators should be to op-
erate the Federal government within its
means. My view on this important matter has
not changed. I cannot, in good conscience,
cast a vote in favor of a pay increase for
Members while the Federal government is op-
erating under such strict spending limitations.

I have committed to the folks back in Geor-
gia to getting our Federal government’s fiscal
house in order. With the economy slowing and
our work in Congress to keep government
spending in check, it is wrong for us to give
ourselves a pay raise. We must keep big gov-
ernment in check and remain fiscally respon-
sible. As I have for the past few years, today
I voted to oppose a pay raise for Members of
Congress.

By voting against the previous question on
the rule, I want to go on record as being op-
posed to a cost-of-living-adjustment for Mem-
bers of Congress.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays
204, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 278]

YEAS—220

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart

Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
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Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)

Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton

Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—204

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette

Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard

Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner

Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—10

Bachus
Barton
Blumenauer
Cubin

Houghton
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (OH)

Lipinski
McKinney
Spence

b 1512

Mr. SCHIFF changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. LEWIS of California and Mr.
SMITH of Michigan changed their vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LATOURETTE). The question is on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 195,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 279]

AYES—228

Aderholt
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cox

Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Fattah
Ferguson
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode

Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (NY)

Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Oxley
Pascrell
Paul
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Saxton
Scarborough
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster

Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—195

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett
Bartlett
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank

Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern

McIntyre
McKinney
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Nadler
Napolitano
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Otter
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pitts
Pomeroy
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
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Stenholm
Strickland
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman

Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters

Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—11

Barton
Blumenauer
Boehner
Clayton
Cooksey

Cubin
Houghton
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Lipinski

Souder
Spence

b 1531

Ms. BROWN of Florida and Mr.
LAMPSON changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2620 and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the Chair for allowing me this
time to advise the Members that we
will do the best we can to expedite the
conclusion of this bill today, if pos-
sible. It is a lengthy bill, and there are
a lot of amendments. If the Members
will cooperate and help us in assem-
bling a list of all the amendments we
will have to consider, we ask the Mem-
bers who have amendments to offer to
the VA–HUD bill to please present
them at least by the close of the gen-
eral debate on the bill. Hopefully, we
would be able to finish this bill to-
night.

I would also say that our leadership
has made the decision that if we can-
not finish the bill tonight that we
would come back tomorrow to finish
this bill, but we need to finish it before
the beginning of next week.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Let me simply say I share the gentle-
man’s desire to try to find a way to
reach some type of understanding on
this bill, but we have a practical prob-
lem. The problem is that there is con-
siderable feeling on this side of the
aisle that it is a might strange to ask
for cooperation from the minority in

setting time immediately after a mar-
tial law approach to this House was
just rammed down our throats.

So while I will certainly work with
the gentleman and I would urge every
Member who has a potential amend-
ment to, by the time general debate is
over, get the text of those amendments
to both sides so that we have some idea
of what the universe of amendments is
and we can try to work out a proposed
timetable, I am not very optimistic at
this point that we can get clearance on
our side of the aisle.

I am told, for instance, that our lead-
ership at this point is not contem-
plating providing clearance, but I
would like us to continue to try to
work this out. I know the possibility
has been raised by myself of trying to
get a time limit that would make cer-
tain that we would finish this bill. If
we cannot finish it today, we could
make sure that the timetable assured
that we could finish it early on what-
ever day it was continued to.

I would hope, in light of the requests
we have had from both sides, that that
would not be tomorrow; that if we
could not finish it tonight, it would go
over to Monday or Tuesday. But I
frankly do not care. I will be here ei-
ther time. But I think people on the
majority side need to understand that
it is very difficult to get clearance on
this side of the aisle after martial law
has just been rammed down our
throats. That is not usually the way in
which the majority in this House elic-
its the cooperation of the minority in
changing the rules.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I would say to the gentleman that I do
appreciate his comments and I do ap-
preciate the way we have been able to
cooperate on the previous appropria-
tions bills to have the time limit
agreements so that no Member would
be denied an opportunity to say what
they have to say, but that we would try
to do it in an expeditious manner.

As our former colleague and dear
friend, Moe Udall, used to say on many
of these debates, anything that needs
to be said has already been said. The
problem is not everyone has said it yet.

So with the cooperation of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and
both sides, we would be able to expe-
dite the consideration of this and get
done today.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman continue to yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would sim-
ply like to point out to the House that
each of the previous regular appropria-
tions bills has been supported on a bi-
partisan basis by the majority and mi-
nority. This is the first bill that we run
into trouble on because, in our view,
the allocation provided to the bill is in-
sufficient, which means we will be
starving housing, we will be starving
veterans medical care and environ-
mental enforcement.

Nonetheless, we had indicated our in-
tention to work with the majority to
try to work out time limits, but a lit-
tle thing called martial law has blown
that up. And I wish that people who
have no responsibility for managing
bills in this place, and I am speaking
specifically of the leadership on the
other side of the aisle, I know they like
to wave magic wands and tell the com-
mittee to get its work done, but I wish
that people who have an interest in
seeing that work done in a timely fash-
ion would work in a more cooperative
manner with this side of the aisle if
they are asking me to be able to get co-
operation on this side of the aisle so we
can do what the majority leadership
wants to do.

It is sometimes hard to help people
who do not want to help themselves.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank Members for the bipartisan sup-
port on this rule. It was somewhat con-
tentious, but we are prepared to take
up the rule.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2002
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 210 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2620.

b 1538
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2620)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes, with Mr.
SHIMKUS in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is a privilege today
to present for House consideration H.R.
2620, the Veterans Affairs, Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent
Agencies appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2002. In the interest of time, I will
try to be brief.

I would, however, like to begin by
telling my colleagues that I believe
this is a good bill and that the Admin-
istration has indicated that they sup-
port its passage. Just as presented in
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each of the past few years, this bill rep-
resents a joint effort of both myself
and my distinguished colleague and
ranking member, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

While we clearly have not agreed on
every single aspect of the bill as re-
ported, it nevertheless represents a
true collaboration of effort for which I
am very grateful.

With the House’s indulgence, I would
like to outline the highlights of the
proposal.

First and foremost, this proposed bill
is within the 302(b) allocation, budget
authority and outlays, that approved
by the committee. The bill’s discre-
tionary spending totals $85.4 billion in
new budget authority, which is an in-
crease of just over $2 billion above the
budget submission and some $4.8 billion
over last year’s bill.

I note for the House that this level of
discretionary spending includes emer-
gency spending of $1.3 billion for FEMA
disaster relief, which was amended dur-
ing the full committee markup by the
majority whip. The committee has
tried, as best we can, to spread the pro-
posed increases throughout the bill.

Discretionary veterans program will
increae by $1.6 billion compared to last
year, with $1 billion going to veterans’
medical care and the remainder spread
to research, processing veterans’ com-
pensation, pension and education
claims, operating our national ceme-
teries and, most significantly, increas-
ing the necessary construction at VA
facilities by some $434 million. That is
a direct response to Member requests,
and we think it is a high priority. The
proposal is well within the scope of the
amount allocated in the budget resolu-
tion.

Housing programs will increase by
$1.4 billion compared to 2001, with in-
creases in the housing certificate fund,
section 8, public housing, operating
subsidies, the HOPWA program, the
HOME investment partnerships, the
housing for the elderly and disabled
programs, and the lead hazard reduc-
tion program.

It is important to note that this pro-
posal also includes some very difficult,
but I believe extremely important and
highly defensible choices and changes
in policy direction. They are rep-
resented by reductions in the Public
Housing Capital Fund and the drug
elimination grant programs. Neither of

these programs is serving the best in-
terests of the people they were in-
tended to benefit. It is our job, albeit a
difficult one, to take whatever steps
necessary to remedy the situation.

In the case of capital funds, it means
getting tougher on public housing au-
thorities to spend the dollars intended
for the residents in the public housing
authority properties. There are lit-
erally hundreds of millions of dollars
worth of code violations and hazards in
these buildings that are not getting
fixed.

In the case of the drug elimination
grant program, it means taking an
honest look at whether HUD is the best
entity to run a law enforcement pro-
gram. Based on HUD’s track record, I
do not believe that it is.

Mr. Chairman, I know these two
items in particular will be discussed at
length throughout the development of
this bill in the House and in conference
with the Senate.

EPA funding increases some $229 mil-
lion over the budget request, although
a decrease below last year’s funding
level. This proposal continues to pro-
vide strong research programs as well
as increased resources for the many
State categorical grants and signifi-
cant resources for clean water and
drinking water state revolving fund
and congressional priorities for water
projects and infrastructure grants.

FEMA operating expenses will in-
crease by nearly $135 million over last
year. We have provided the budget re-
quest of $1.37 billion in on-budget non-
emergency dollars for disaster relief.

In addition, by virtue of the amend-
ment in full committee markup, which
I mentioned before, we have also in-
cluded an additional $1.3 billion in con-
tingent emergency spending for dis-
aster relief. Those funds would not be
drawn on unless the White House spe-
cifically asked for them and declared
an emergency. I would just add that
such emergency provisions have been
used for several years to provide FEMA
the ability to meet the needs of natural
disaster victims.

In addition, our total appropriation
of $2.6 billion for disaster relief is actu-
ally below the current 5-year average
of $3.2 billion.

NASA programs would receive an in-
crease of $641 million over last year,
and we have proposed several struc-
tural changes in the Agency’s account

structure to provide them greater pro-
grammatic flexibility and the Com-
mittee better oversight capability. We
have also included funding to reverse
some of the changes to the Inter-
national Space Station proposed by the
President. I believe this is the right de-
cision if the research mission of the
station is to be fulfilled.

Finally, I am proud to say we have
raised the overall funding for the Na-
tional Science Foundation by just over
$414 million to a total program budget
of $4.84 billion. This is a 9 percent in-
crease compared to last year. The bulk
of these funds, some $292 million, would
go to improve available resources for
NSF’s core research programs, while
the remainder would be spread to
major research, construction and
equipment, education and human re-
sources programs, and salaries and ex-
penses for NSF’s capable staff.

b 1545

I would like to add that I personally
would have liked to do more for NSF.
However, to do so could only have been
at the expense of other very important
programs in other agencies. Having
said that, given the increase proposed
by the Administration of just 1 per-
cent, I think we have done a remark-
able job, and this is perhaps the aspect
of the bill for which we can be most
proud.

All Members are, of course, aware of
the difficulty in putting these bills to-
gether, especially with so many diverse
and competing interests. Developing
the perfect bill is probably impossible.
Nevertheless, I believe we have done a
good job developing a bill that is both
supportable and passable. Once again, I
would like to thank my colleagues on
the Committee from both sides of the
aisle for their dedication, time, hard
work, and thoughtful consideration of
the provisions we have put into this
bill. I would also like to thank our
staff who has done a terrific job in
helping us to sort out the priorities, to
fund those priorities, and to make the
hard decisions that are required. This
job would be impossible without this
highly professional staff.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the budget tables representing
the mandatory and discretionary
spending provided in H.R. 2620.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself 5 minutes.
Mr. Chairman, I want to begin by

thanking our excellent chairman, the
gentleman from New York, for the
work that he has done in crafting this
legislation, the many hours that he has
spent involved in it. Throughout the
development of the bill, he and his staff
have been accessible; and they have
made every effort to accommodate the
concerns that the minority have pre-
sented to them.

As I know he will tell you, we have
not seen eye to eye on nearly all the
issues in this bill. But the communica-
tion necessary for a cooperative effort
has occurred and that is certainly very
much appreciated.

The departments and agencies that
are funded in this bill all deserve ade-
quate funding, but the allocation that
we have been given simply does not
make that possible. Congress has been
operating under unrealistic budget con-
straints fashioned for the purpose of
justifying a huge tax cut. Many con-
cerns were raised during the consider-
ation of that tax cut, most importantly
the concern of ensuring the solvency of
Social Security and Medicare. While
Members from both parties professed
that these funds were sacred, as we
await the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s mid-term reestimates of the gov-
ernment finances, including projec-
tions for fiscal year 2002, which are due
out in mid-August, it is becoming clear
that the tax cut might well invade the
Medicare surplus. This is exactly what
Democrats were concerned about. This
is not fair to our seniors, and it is not
good fiscal policy.

It is that same tax cut that is forcing
the Committee on Appropriations to
make do with fewer resources than are
needed. This has resulted in an inad-
equate allocation to this sub-
committee. This has forced the gen-
tleman from New York to engage in a
balancing act. While he has been able
to do many good things, he has by ne-
cessity had to underfund some impor-
tant accounts.

First, let me mention two specific ac-
counts where the gentleman from New
York has markedly improved upon the
administration’s request. The National
Science Foundation is provided $4.84
billion, an increase of $414 million over
last year. This represents a 9 percent
increase rather than the 1.2 percent in-
crease that the President proposed.

NASA, an account that has been flat
funded for the past several years, is in
need of funding increases. NASA would
receive an increase of $641 million over
last year’s funding for a total budget of
$14.9 billion. Importantly, the bill and
report also begin the process of ad-
dressing the cost issues associated with
the International Space Station. It
provides $275 million toward the Crew
Return Vehicle, a vital station compo-
nent that President Bush would elimi-
nate. This funding is conditioned on

NASA reporting back to this com-
mittee its plan to address the Space
Station cost overrun issue. In addition,
NASA is charged with ensuring that re-
search is not compromised in the solu-
tion.

To underscore the point that re-
search continues to be a principal jus-
tification for the Space Station, the
chairman’s mark includes an addi-
tional $35 million for Space Station re-
search. Further, the chairman’s
amendment includes an amendment
that I proposed to the chairman that
will add an additional $25 million. Once
again, this bill reflects the strong sup-
port that science enjoys among the
members of this subcommittee. But en-
suring adequate resources for science is
only one of the many important re-
sponsibilities that needs to be fulfilled
by this legislation.

The funding levels for several of the
accounts are clearly inadequate. For
example, to his credit, the chairman
has increased discretionary funding to
the Veterans’ Administration by $1.6
billion over last year’s level. While this
is a large increase, it falls significantly
short of the medical care need as out-
lined most recently by the chairman
and ranking member of the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, the authorizing
committee.

Programs within the Department of
Housing and Urban Development are
cut and several receive no funding at
all. These include public housing cap-
ital funds, drug elimination grants,
rural housing and economic develop-
ment, empowerment zones, and shelter-
plus-care homeless renewals.

The Corporation for National and
Community Service is zero-funded and
the Community Development Finan-
cial Institutions fund is sharply re-
duced from last year. I know that the
gentleman from New York shares my
concern about most of these accounts
and that he would provide more re-
sources to them if he could.

Today, amendments will be offered
addressing some of the problems in the
bill. However, even if adopted they will
not remedy all the funding shortfalls in
this legislation. Resources are simply
not available to address the larger
issues. We need more money.

From veterans, to housing, to water
and sewer needs and even science, more
needs to be done, Mr. Chairman. I hope
that as this process moves forward, ad-
ditional resources will be made avail-
able allowing us to properly fund the
many needy, deserving programs in
this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG), a hardworking
member of the subcommittee.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank the gentleman first of
all for yielding me time and I in par-
ticular want to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) and the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.

MOLLOHAN) for the very, very difficult
and hard work that they have done on
this bill. We have to obviously recog-
nize Frank Cushing, who heads the
staff, and all of the staff, who have
done, I think, yeoman’s work in bring-
ing about the expertise that produces a
product that is one that, I think, we
should all be happy to support. The
quality of the committee members
should be highlighted along with the
quality of their work product as well.

This appropriations bill is unique in
that it covers an array of diverse agen-
cies ranging from the Veterans Admin-
istration to the EPA. That is quite a
broad stretch. It is not easy. It is not
an easy task to bring this wide range of
interests together into a single bill.
But the gentleman from New York and
the gentleman from West Virginia have
a working relationship that I think
makes all this possible.

The fiscal year 2002 VA–HUD bill is a
fair piece of legislation produced under
difficult circumstances, and it is with-
in the budget resolution. It responsibly
provides a $1 billion increase for vet-
erans’ medical health care, and in-
creases funding for the Veterans Bene-
fits Administration to reduce the back-
log of claims. The bill increases fund-
ing for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development by $1.4 billion and
fully funds section 8 housing. H.R. 2620
also provides sound investments in re-
search with a 9 percent increase for
NSF.

The gentleman from New York, I be-
lieve, should be saluted for crafting
this piece of legislation under these
difficult circumstances. He has worked
in good faith with the ranking member
and the other side in a bipartisan way
to forge the bill that is now before the
House. As this process moves forward,
we will have plenty of opportunities
from Members to offer their sugges-
tions and amendments before the
President finally puts his signature on
it.

This is a good, responsible bill. I en-
courage strongly my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK)
who is a very effective, hardworking
member of our subcommittee.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. I want to
thank the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia for yielding me this time, and I
want to thank the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. Chairman, I have had the privi-
lege and the pleasure of serving on this
subcommittee. It is a very good sub-
committee. It is very hardworking. I
also want to give my thanks to the
staff. They have just worked assidu-
ously with all of us to make this bill
come out as it is. We do owe them a
great debt of gratitude.

I want to say that the main problem
I see with this bill is that it is under-
funded. It is not because we do not
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have good leadership on this sub-
committee or we do not have good sup-
portive staff, but the fact that it is un-
derfunded, the allocation was not ade-
quate, probably due to the fact that we
had to fund a great tax bill, now the re-
sults of that tax cut is coming back to
haunt us in terms of being able to fund
programs that come under our jurisdic-
tion.

We were not able to fund veterans as
much as we would have liked to have
done. Therefore, we are seeing that as
being a gap in this bill. The HOME ac-
count, however, there were some very
good things going on in terms of ac-
countability in the bill. The HOME ac-
count was increased by $200 million. It
is one of the most valuable housing
programs because it is very versatile
and it is very effective.

That was very good of our sub-
committee to be able to do this. Also,
the subcommittee increased by 34,000
incremental vouchers which allow ac-
cess to affordable housing on the pri-
vate market. That is needed for addi-
tional low-income families. Section
202, one of my favorite programs for
senior citizens, is increased by $4.2 mil-
lion over fiscal year 2001. Also, this bill
increases funding for HUD’s Office of
Lead Hazard Control. All these are
strong points in the bill. Even though
we were not able to fund adequately all
of the programs, there are many bright
spots in this bill, particularly what we
were able to do for the National
Science Foundation.

However, despite these responsible
funding levels, Mr. Chairman, and
these lack of funding levels that I
would like to see, this bill underfunds
some areas which I must call the com-
mittee’s attention to. It underfunds
public housing. It is a part of our bill,
a part of our assessment that it should
be funded strongly. It underfunds com-
munity development. It also cuts
money from the Public Housing Capital
Fund which helps to rebuild the worn-
down and torn-up housing projects
throughout this Nation. That is very
badly needed. Children are in these
housing projects. That makes it even
more so. There are about 3 million low-
income people that depend on public
housing. One million of those are chil-
dren.

The drug elimination grants which
we have heard so many people talk
about is also eliminated. It is needed.
We need to keep drug trafficking out of
our housing projects. Just the day be-
fore yesterday we voted $676 million in
foreign aid to eliminate drugs. We need
to eliminate drugs, Mr. Chairman,
right here in our own country.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), another
very hardworking and dedicated mem-
ber of the subcommittee.

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the VA appropriations bill and
to thank, as others have done, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH) for
his leadership and the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for his
leadership and cooperation.

Our bill, Mr. Chairman, helps the
Veterans Administration provide
health care to over 3.8 million men and
women, who required last year over
717,000 inpatient visits and over 39 mil-
lion outpatient visits to our Nation’s
172 VA hospitals, 135 nursing homes,
and over 600 outpatient clinics coun-
trywide.

This bill provides for those purposes
this year an additional $1.1 billion over
last year’s level for their medical care,
for a total in the medical care account
of $21.2 billion. With this latest in-
crease, Congress will have provided an
additional $4 billion for veterans’ med-
ical care over the past 3 years.

On a specific issue, our bill continues
to direct Secretary Principi to address
the serious issue of hepatitis C among
the veterans population, particularly
those of the Vietnam era.

On the housing front, the bill pro-
vides $30 billion for that agency, an in-
crease of $2 billion over last year’s
level, and it continues our commit-
ment to increasing housing opportuni-
ties for all people in need but espe-
cially for individuals with disabilities.

b 1600

This bill that we consider today will
provide funding for nearly 8,000 vouch-
ers specifically to provide decent, ac-
cessible housing for individuals with
disabilities who often must compete
with programs that provide housing for
the elderly.

On the environmental protection
front, the committee has provided $1.2
billion for the Superfund hazardous
waste cleanup program. This vital pro-
gram cleans up our Nation’s most pol-
luted sites and, in many cases, can re-
store formerly toxic sites to new pro-
ductive uses. My own State has more of
these sites than any other State in the
Nation. Despite local successes in the
Superfund cleanups, there are many
more sites to be cleaned up and more
sites and brownfields sites than ever.

Like the chairman, I think we need
to highlight the fact that this bill sub-
stantially increases funding for the Na-
tional Science Foundation by $415 mil-
lion, or 9 percent, over last year’s level,
for a total of $4.8 billion over last
year’s amount. Basic scientific re-
search funding is critical, and I par-
ticularly commend the gentleman from
New York (Chairman WALSH) for his
leadership and responsiveness which
led to this much-deserved increase.

The committee has also provided
$14.9 billion for NASA, an increase of
$641 million over fiscal year 2001. While
the committee rightly has concerns
about cost overruns of the Inter-
national Space Station, overall NASA
is responsible for a number of research
initiatives.

For this and other reasons, I support
the bill.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend from West Virginia for
yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
NASA funding included in this legisla-
tion, particularly as it relates to NASA
Glenn Research Center in Cleveland.
Glenn Research Center provides over $1
billion a year to Ohio’s economy. Over
12,000 jobs exist in Ohio thanks to
Glenn Research Center. Glenn Re-
search Center grants over $10 million a
year to Ohio’s universities, and NASA
has an important impact on our every-
day lives.

Glenn Research Center has given us
advances in biotechnology, to improve
our health care, led in the development
of quiet aircraft technology to mini-
mize the noise in communities sur-
rounding airports, and spearheaded re-
search that benefits space travel.

Glenn Research Center also devel-
oped a lightweight battery that enables
energy storage in space, in our own
laptops and cell phones. This
Congress’s investment in Glenn Re-
search Center benefits every American.
I am pleased the subcommittee has rec-
ognized the importance of Glenn Re-
search Center.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from New York (Chairman WALSH) and
I thank the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguish gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER), the dis-
tinguished Chairman of the Committee
on Rules, for the purpose of a colloquy.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to begin by complimenting both the
gentleman from New York (Chairman
WALSH) and the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for the superb
job they have done on this bill, espe-
cially in the area of investment in sci-
entific research and our Nation’s space
program.

I am joined by my very distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Glen-
dale, California (Mr. SCHIFF), who has
also joined with me in representing the
area of Pasadena, which includes the
Jet Propulsion Lab, and I would like to
make a couple of comments about this.

Unfortunately, the vision that I just
mentioned that the chairman and
ranking member and the work of the
subcommittee and the full committee
reported out is not shared by the piece
that came out from our friends in the
other body. It not only does not pro-
vide sufficient funding for the National
Science Foundation and NASA, but it
goes so far as to propose the system-
atic dismantling of one of our Nation’s
national treasures, the Solar System
Exploration Program.

While the proposed transfer of the
Telecommunications and Mission Oper-
ations Directorate to the Consolidated
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Space Operations Contract is portrayed
as an effort to save money and consoli-
date space operations, the cost savings
are illusory and the transfer would be
devastating to the space program.

The proposal assumes that an indus-
try contractor can absorb the tele-
communications and missions oper-
ations activities, but, in fact, because
the deep space environment is substan-
tially more hostile than the near-Earth
environment, the personnel who pres-
ently operate the Earth orbiting sat-
ellites do not now possess the experi-
ence or training required to operate a
spacecraft in deep space. Therefore, the
contractor would have to hire new peo-
ple to do the work.

Furthermore, in order to achieve the
level of savings promised by the Sen-
ate, the contractor would be forced to
conduct the missions with fewer than
half the personnel presently on the
missions. Unfortunately, we have al-
ready learned the short-staffing lesson
the hard way. The Young Commission’s
findings on the loss of the two Mars
missions concluded that the principal
failure for both missions was the result
of NASA headquarters’ limitations on
participation by the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory’s expert staff. Unfortu-
nately, the bill from the other body ig-
nores this finding and further weakens
JPL’s role.

In addition, the Senate proposal
would transfer the mission operations
and communications for all of the solar
system exploration missions, including
Galileo, Mars Global Surveyor, Ulys-
ses, Cassini, Voyager and Mars Odyssey
to an outside contractor.

Mr. Chairman, I am certain that this
body did not authorize and appropriate
the millions of dollars needed to fund
these programs with the idea that they
would then be outsourced to a new and
inexperienced operations and commu-
nications team. We expect, and indeed
should demand, that the operations of
these high-risk, high-reward missions
be conducted by the most capable,
most qualified and the most experi-
enced personnel available.

Mr. Chairman, I know personally
NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory is
the authority on deep space explo-
ration, and the House cannot allow the
Senate to place these vital missions in
jeopardy simply to fulfill the parochial
interests that exist in the other body.

I am joined, as I said, by my col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
(Mr. SCHIFF), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX), the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS) and others to
ask that you refuse to accept any of
these shortsighted proposals during
conference; and, in a bipartisan fash-
ion, we offer whatever assistance we
may have in this effort.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his comments and
look forward to working with him.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
SCHIFF) for the purpose of a colloquy.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to join my col-
league and neighbor from California in
his praise for your leadership as well as
the leadership of the gentleman from
West Virginia and to urge that we turn
back the Senate’s proposals which I be-
lieve will seriously undermine the
Solar System Exploration Program.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, NASA’s
Jet Propulsion Laboratory is managed
for NASA by the California Institute of
Technology, Caltech. The Senate
makes three proposals that are dam-
aging to Caltech, damaging to NASA
and damaging to the space program.
The first is the transfer of tele-
communications and mission oper-
ations to an outside contractor, as dis-
cussed by my colleague; the second is
the reduction of $50 million from the
Mars Surveyor program; and the third
is the transfer of the Europa mission
and the entire Solar System Explo-
ration Program from JPL to an ad hoc
grants program.

The combined impacts on JPL of
these three proposals would be the
elimination of 1,200 jobs at JPL and the
resulting elimination of highly trained
personnel and unnecessarily imperil
our Nation’s space exploration pro-
gram.

Essentially, the Senate proposes that
the critical mass of talent, experience
and know-how which resides at JPL
should be dispersed and that the core of
NASA’s exploration program should be
conducted piecemeal and ad hoc.

At a time when the Nation is facing
a critical shortage of experienced per-
sonnel in public service, the Senate
proposals would terminate hundreds of
engineers, technicians and scientists
who possess the greatest level of
knowledge regarding space exploration.
The consequences would be tragic, and
the Nation’s space program would suf-
fer a tremendous setback.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to rep-
resent the best and brightest in a field
where the advancement of science in-
spires young children and captures the
imagination of millions, but I believe
the space exploration program at JPL
also serves the Nation as a whole.

NASA’s solar exploration program
carefully laid out and scrutinized re-
sides at JPL because for the past 50
years this Congress has invested in the
creation of the talent and infrastruc-
ture that exists at JPL. They are the
experts, and this is rocket science.

For this body to allow that invest-
ment in space exploration to be jeop-
ardized in this manner would be a dis-
service to the Nation and contrary to
the fiscal duty we owe taxpayers.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
complete the colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say I
thank both gentlemen for their com-
ments, and please be assured we will
not allow investments made in the
space exploration program to be wast-
ed. Be assured that both the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN)
and I look forward to working with the

gentleman from California (Mr.
SCHIFF), the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEWIS) to ensure
that JPL remains one of the premier
space research facilities in the country.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield very briefly, I
would just say this is not rocket
science. What they do out at JPL is
rocket science.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber on the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the Con-
gressional Budget Office just finished
the study which showed that over the
last 20 years the wealthiest 1 percent of
people in this country had an after-tax
income gain on an annual basis of
$414,000 per year. The tax bill which
this Congress passed just a couple of
months ago gave those people on aver-
age a $53,000 tax cut, about an 8 percent
increase in their after-tax income.

That study also showed if you are ex-
actly in the middle of the income
stream, you have had an income in-
crease over the past 20 years of about
$3,400, and the tax bill that passed gave
those folks not an 8 percent or 7 per-
cent or 6 percent increase in their
after-tax income, it gave those folks a
2 percent increase in their after-tax in-
come.

That study also showed if you were in
the poorest 20 percent of people in this
society, that you actually have lost
$100 in your annual income over the
last 20 years, and those folks got a 1
percent on average increase in their
after-tax income by the tax bill that
passed, except for the almost one-third
of people in that bracket who got noth-
ing whatsoever because they made too
little money to qualify for the tax cut.

That tax bill took so much money
that it made it impossible for the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to give the
gentleman from New York an adequate
allocation for this bill; and because of
that fact, not because of the desires of
the gentleman, but because of the re-
alities imposed by that misguided tax
bill, this bill today is at least half a
billion dollars short in providing need-
ed veterans medical care. It is des-
perately short of the levels we need to
be at to provide assistance for low-in-
come people to obtain decent housing.
It weakens our ability to provide envi-
ronmental protection, and it does a
number of other things that are not in
the long-term interests of this country.

I have voted for the last five appro-
priation bills this House produced be-
cause I thought they were decent, bi-
partisan products, even though they
were not perfect. But this bill I will not
be supporting because of the short-
comings that I have cited.

I do want to say, however, that I
think the gentleman from New York
has done a very decent job with the
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limited amount of resources that he
had available to him, and I especially
commend him for the way he dealt
with the science budget. We needed an
increase over the White House budget
for science.

There is another strange twist to this
bill, however. We tried on this side of
the aisle on three occasions to get the
majority to recognize that we were
going to need more money for disaster
assistance in FEMA’s budget for the
existing fiscal year. We were blocked
on each of those three occasions.

Now, however, this bill contains a
$1.3 billion item which has been labeled
an emergency by no one less than the
distinguished majority whip. That is
the same distinguished majority whip
who last year took the floor to defend
the idea that somehow funding the cen-
sus was an emergency, as though we
did not know that every 10 years we are
required by the Constitution to con-
duct a census. So I find that flip-flop
strange indeed.

It is because of that flip-flop that
this bill has been delayed for the better
part of a day, and yet the majority
leadership now somehow expects us to
be able to make up the time lost by the
internal divisions within the majority
party caucus on this issue, and yet
they expect us to work a miracle and
finish this bill by 10, 11, 12 o’clock to-
night. There are some 44 amendments
pending. I do not believe it is possible
to come anywhere near closure, even
though we will try to work with the
majority.

So I would simply say that if this bill
cannot be finished tonight, it ought to
be clearly understood why. It is not be-
cause of any delay on the part of any-
one. It is simply because of the incon-
sistency which was noticed by the ma-
jority party caucus, the inconsistency
represented by the DeLay amendment.
While I support the DeLay amendment,
I regret the ridiculous turmoil that it
has caused.
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Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I am the
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Housing. There are enor-
mous questions at issue here, and try-
ing to rush them through would be in-
appropriate.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), the distin-
guished subcommittee chair of the au-
thorizing committee.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I thank him for his distinguished lead-
ership on this issue.

Certainly, as the chairwoman of the
Subcommittee on Housing, I have just
completed a series of hearings on the
availability of affordable housing.
These hearings focused on many of the
programs within the jurisdiction of

this appropriation bill, such as HOME,
CDBG, section 8 vouchers, section 202
elderly housing, homeless and the dis-
abled.

We have an intelligent under-
standing, even in this good economy,
that there are a growing number of
hardworking Americans who suddenly
cannot afford rental housing that they
are occupying because of the higher
rents in their particular area. So at our
housing affordability hearings, witness
after witness reinforced the need for
improved administration, utilization,
and delivery of HUD programs. Fur-
thermore, programs like HOME, CDBG,
HOPE, section 8 vouchers, disability
and 202 for the elderly, all of these pro-
grams need community development
groups that can help them and can
more efficiently and effectively meet
the needs of these vulnerable popu-
lations.

Now that we have concluded the
hearings, it is our intention to begin
crafting legislation that will help to
meet the needs of the growing housing
affordability and availability problem.

We must remember, and I say this as
a strong fiscal conservative, we must
remember that the American taxpayer
deserves consideration in this budget
debate as well. If directing resources
from one program to another means, as
is done in this bill, means resources are
being more efficiently and effectively
used, then we should be supportive.
The gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) has done that in this bill.

I would like to point out that the bill
is not absolutely perfect, but I must
say that I wish it had included credit
subsidies.

I rise in support of this bill today. Chairman
WALSH was given limited resources, and he
has worked hard to craft a bill that is fair to all
the competing interests and programs within
his jurisdiction.

As Chair of the Financial Services Sub-
committee on Housing, I have just completed
a series of hearings on the availability of af-
fordable housing. These hearings focused on
many of the programs within the jurisdiction of
this appropriations bill, such as HOME, CDBG,
section 8 vouchers, section 202 elderly hous-
ing, homeless and the disabled.

This country is facing a growing housing cri-
sis. The growth in the economy has created a
major dilemma for an increasing number of
working class and low-income Americans—a
better economy means higher rents in many
areas. A growing number of hard working
Americans suddenly can’t afford the rental
housing they are occupying, or can’t even find
any housing available that is geared to their
income levels. In addition, our government is
faced with the increasing budget needs of our
existing public housing system as well as how
to pay for future housing demands.

At our housing affordability hearings, wit-
ness after witness reinforced the need for im-
proved administration, utilization and delivery
of HUD’s programs. Furthermore, programs
like HOME, CDBG, HOPE VI, section 8
vouchers, section 202, disability and homeless
programs need more flexibility so that housing
finance agencies, PHAs and community devel-
opment groups can more effectively and effi-

ciently meet the needs of these vulnerable
populations.

Now that we have concluded the hearings,
it is our intention to begin crafting legislation
that will help to better meet the needs of this
growing housing affordability and availability
problem. We will be looking at ways to im-
prove the delivery and administration of HUD
administered programs.

I know that many members plan to offer
amendments today concerning programs that
fall within the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee
on Housing. I invite members who may have
problems or concerns with this bill to work with
the authorizing committee to address those
concerns. Clearly, changes are warranted to
many of these programs so that they better
meet the needs of the people that so des-
perately need our help.

I consider myself a strong fiscal conserv-
ative, so for my part I do not automatically
presume that each and every government pro-
gram that currently exists deserves an in-
crease in funding, merely by virtue of being
there. Let us remember that the American tax-
payer deserves consideration in this budget
debate as well. If redirecting resources from
one program to another means resources are
being used more efficiently and effectively,
then we should be supportive.

Faced with sharp budget constraints, Chair-
man WALSH has worked hard to use the tax-
payers money in the most effective and effi-
cient way possible. Where funds have not
been spent in a timely manner, he has recap-
tured those funds and redirected them to pro-
grams that can use them now. Funding for
programs with proven track records—like
HOME, public housing operating subsidies,
and housing for disabled and elderly has been
increased in this appropriations bill.

This bill isn’t perfect—for example, I wish it
included credit subsidies to ensure the contin-
ued operation of the FHA multifamily loan pro-
gram; and I will continue to work with both
OMB and the Appropriation’s Committee to
determine how best to address continued
funding for that program. In fact, just last
week, I asked GAO to conduct a review of the
issues surrounding the credit subsidy, such as
how it is assessed and whether it is consistent
with current default rates. There are good ar-
guments on both sides of the issue relating to
whether we have an accurate risk assessment
of the credit subsidy. I am hopeful that the
GAO will provide some insight on how best to
proceed in resolving this crisis and whether an
actual insurance premium is necessary.

Finally, I am glad that the Chairman has in-
cluded provisions for the President’s Down-
payment Assistance Program. Home funds are
distributed by formula to states and local par-
ticipating jurisdictions which have the flexibility
to use these funds for a variety of purposes,
including downpayment assistance. The Presi-
dent’s initiative would allow this to continue,
but would require state and localities to use a
designated amount of their funds for downpay-
ment assistance.

This downpayment assistance set aside will
go a long way to addressing the needs of
many of those who currently are unable to
own their own home. For this reason, I will op-
pose any amendment that seeks to reduce or
eliminate the money for this important initia-
tive.
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On balance, this bill deserves your support,

and we recognize that it outlines the founda-
tion of review and legislative reform on our
committee agenda for next year.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ) for
the purpose of a colloquy with the
chairman.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member, the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for
yielding me this time.

I would like to enter into a colloquy
at this point with the Chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH). After testi-
fying last spring, Mr. Chairman, the
subcommittee has been very helpful in
finding creative solutions to the chal-
lenges faced by a multitude of veterans
living in the Rio Grande Valley. I know
the limitations on our spending this
year, and I applaud the gentleman’s
work.

I appreciate language in the VA–HUD
report to this bill that directs the VA
to work with the Defense Department
to share resources to serve our vet-
erans, our active duty military, mili-
tary retirees, and their dependents.
The language directs the VA and DOD
to submit a plan to the Committee for
three demonstration sites through
which to integrate health care re-
sources and reduce the burden on vet-
erans.

I would like to propose that a hos-
pital in South Texas, which is at the
Naval Air Station in Corpus Christi, be
considered as a prospective site for just
such a demonstration to help our vet-
erans. I know that the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), my good friend, has
actually traveled to South Texas and
looked at the facility with this in
mind. There is room in the hospital
and open beds that could be used to
tend to the specialty care and the
needs of our veterans.

I am grateful for a recent meeting
with Veterans Secretary Anthony
Principi in which we had a very good
discussion about the needs of South
Texas veterans. The Secretary was
very engaged and helpful with sugges-
tions. Secretary Principi agreed to
have his experts at the VA study the
prospect of having one of these dem-
onstration sites at the Naval Air Sta-
tion Hospital at Corpus Christi. I am
very appreciative.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his diligence on this
very important issue in bringing the
problem of accessible health care for
the veterans of the beautiful area of
South Texas that he calls home.

The VA and DOD have a great oppor-
tunity to do better in this area. I agree
that the Naval Hospital in Corpus
Christi would be an excellent candidate
for this demonstration project, and I
would encourage the VA to give this
site every consideration when formu-
lating a plan.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s help, and I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOB-
SON).

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I would
also like to join in thanking the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ) for
bringing his testimony before the com-
mittee.

I visited this hospital in Corpus
Christi, along with a number of other
members of my subcommittee, and I
really believe that the available capac-
ity at that hospital and certainly the
need of the veterans in that area would
lend itself to progress in this program
that he wants to do in this area. I want
to commend the Chairman for encour-
aging the VA to work with DOD at the
possibility of establishing not only this
project, but other similar programs,
because I think it comes into the ex-
tension of quality, cost-effective care
for our veterans around the country,
and the gentleman’s facility in Corpus
Christi is a good place to demonstrate
that program.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the Committee again and
the staff for their very diligent work.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), the
chairman of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2620. I want to thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), the chairman of the sub-
committee, and the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), the
ranking member, for putting together
an appropriations bill that balances all
of the competing interests and pro-
grams, given the fiscal restraints that
we are under.

As the chairman of the Committee on
Financial Services, the housing pro-
grams administered by the Department
of Housing and Urban Development fall
under our jurisdiction. To date, the
committee has held at least nine hous-
ing program and oversight hearings to
explore how to make these programs
models of efficiency and expand hous-
ing opportunities for everyone.

What the hearings reveal is that we
are facing a housing crisis. In some
areas, that crisis is one of availability
of housing, while in others, it is afford-
ability, with low-income families pay-
ing more than 50 percent of their
monthly income for housing. In other
cases, it has been poor management of
public and private resources and, in-
deed, our committee plans to look into
that.

I applaud the committee on their
work. For example, the HOME program
is increased by some $200 million to ac-
commodate the President’s request.
This new initiative will expand the
homeownership dream, particularly for
low-income, first-time home buyers.
While the overall homeownership rate

is 68 percent, we have lots of work to
do in our minority and disabled com-
munities to foster this American
dream. I will oppose any amendments
that diminish the Downpayment Initia-
tive incorporated in the HOME pro-
gram.

I do want to point out to my col-
leagues that there will be some amend-
ments today related to the elimination
of the Public Housing Drug Elimi-
nation Grant Program. As I under-
stand, this program is duplicative and
that the Public Housing Authorities al-
ready have existing authority to pro-
vide crime-fighting initiatives through
the operating fund. H.R. 2620 increases
the PHA operating subsidy to 8.1 per-
cent to allow flexibility to do crime-
fighting initiatives and other activi-
ties. Moreover, the Drug Elimination
Program experienced many abuses, in-
cluding HUD’s approval to allow PHAs
to use funds for ‘‘creative wellness’’
programs that teach residents to sur-
round themselves with colored
gemstones and incense; and I am not
making this up, Mr. Chairman, to the
tune of $800,000; for occasions and trips,
and for controversial gun buy-back
programs.

I am also concerned that there is $397
million of unspent funds, some dating
back to as far as fiscal year 1997. I sup-
port the Administration’s proposal to
eliminate duplicate programs.

While I understand that there will always be
more need than resources, it is important that
Congress act in a fiscally prudent manner that
balances the housing program investments
made by the taxpayer with the legitimate
needs of those citizens who are not finding
adequate resources in the private sector. The
Committee on Financial Services, including
the Housing Subcommittee chaired by Rep-
resentative MARGE ROUKEMA, looks forward to
working through the policy details that will en-
sure an improved housing delivery service.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH), a distinguished and hard-
working member of the subcommittee.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, let me
also thank the ranking member and
the chairman of the subcommittee for
their hard work.

I have a number of concerns about
the bill, even though I am generally
supportive. One of course is the elimi-
nation of the AmeriCorps program, and
the elimination of the drug elimination
fund. There is nothing controversial
about gun buy-back programs in neigh-
borhoods where people have been vic-
timized by the illegal use of these guns.
But I think that even though there are
some unfortunate directions, there is a
lot to be very pleased with in this bill,
and I commend both the gentlemen
who have had the leadership roles.

I wanted to yield a moment to the
chairman, the gentleman from New
York, to have a brief colloquy on the
question of the reserve funds for public
housing authorities.

I, along with the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE), have
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talked before about our concerns about
the move from 2 months to 1 month.
We realize that the vast majority of
housing authorities have not needed a
2-month reserve, but there have been
instances where, for a small percentage
of housing authorities where they have
had to go beyond the 1 month. I just
want assurances from the chairman
that he will be mindful of this and
monitor and seek to ensure that HUD
would have the flexibility to be respon-
sive so that no family presently being
served would in any way be jeopardized
by the decision, and I think the correct
decision that has been made, which is
to roll the reserve back to a 1-month
status.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FATTAH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, cer-
tainly, it is not the committee’s in-
tent, nor do I believe this action will
have any negative impact, on the abil-
ity of Public Housing Authorities to
fully utilize their vouchers. It is my
understanding that less than $46 mil-
lion of the $1.3 billion in reserve fund-
ing was drawn down last year.

I assure the gentleman that it is the
committee’s intention that any PHA
which exhausts its funds will be given
additional funds to ensure that its le-
gitimate needs are met. In fact, I have
a letter from the Deputy Secretary
which indicates that HUD will con-
tinue its long-standing policy to pro-
vide any Public Housing Authority
that has exhausted its funds for legiti-
mate needs with whatever funding is
necessary to ensure that all families
currently served retain their assist-
ance.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH).

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Chairman,
I would also like to thank the com-
mittee staff for this worthy bill which
promotes environmental cleanup and
scientific study for areas impacted by
toxic pollutants.

One such area of impact is Escambia
County, Florida, which is my home
county. In 1998, it ranked 22nd out of
3,300 counties in America in the
amount of toxic releases reported to
the EPA. Now there is mounting evi-
dence that these toxic pollutants con-
tributed to increased illnesses in
Northwest Florida. Friends, neighbors,
family members, and other constitu-
ents continue to ask me questions at
town hall meetings and elsewhere
about whether there is a connection be-
tween buried toxins and increased lev-
els of cancer and other diseases.

Fortunately, the University of West
Florida and Escambia County Health
Department have formed a partnership
to find scientific answers to these trou-
bling questions. These questions as to
whether toxins buried underground
decades ago are now causing sharp in-

creases in cancer and other deadly dis-
eases need to be answered.

Also, too often, the affected areas are
occupied by some of our poorest con-
stituents, not only in Northwest Flor-
ida, but across America.
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That is why I am grateful that this

committee has urged the EPA to study
Escambia County’s increased levels of
illness, and it will impact not only
Northwest Florida, but also affected
areas across America.

That is why I encourage passage of
this worthy bill, and thank the chair-
man and the staff for recognizing the
importance of the measure.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), distinguished member on the
Subcommittee on Housing and Commu-
nity Opportunity.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, this bill
is a stunning example of the social
harm that is resulting from the exces-
sive tax reduction of earlier this year.

We have widely acknowledged that
there are housing crises in many parts
of this country. The gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), who
chairs the subcommittee, has presided
over hearing after hearing in which
witnesses brought forth by both sides
of the aisle have testified to that.

The very prosperity which benefits so
many and is so welcome exacerbates
the problem in many areas of those
people in middle-income and lower-in-
come categories who are not partici-
pating, and this bill systematically
makes it worse. It is not a matter of
what the subcommittee chose to do, it
is a matter of the substantial reduction
in resources mandated by that tax bill,
which left them with no real options.

As a result of the inaction of this
committee pursuant to that tax cut,
the Federal Housing Administration,
the FHA multifamily program, is shut
down, has been shut down, and will re-
main shut down. When we get in the
full House I will put in a letter from
the homebuilders and realtors and
many others lamenting this. We are
not building multifamily units for mid-
dle-income people.

Public housing residents are savaged
by the President’s budget, and unfortu-
nately, this bill repeats that. The pub-
lic housing drug elimination program, I
do not think it is duplicative to have
more cops in public housing. This cuts
virtually every aspect of public hous-
ing.

The President says he will leave no
child behind. Who does he think lives
in public housing, stuffed animals?
Children live in public housing, the
poorest children in this country. They
are victimized by the poor resource al-
location that this bill manifests.

This bill is, unfortunately, far below
the minimum we should expect, and
that is mandated by that irresponsible
tax cut.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is kind of a
strange institution we are operating in
here, because both the chairman of the
Committee and the ranking member I
think have done a good job of operating
within the context of what they are op-
erating in. Unfortunately, they are
playing with a budget the size of a
baseball when the size of the need is, at
best, the size of a softball or a soccer
ball, or perhaps even a basketball or
bigger.

The dramatic example of that is in
the area of housing. The chairman, the
Republican chairman, the Democratic
ranking member, and those of us who
sit on that committee have gone
through hearing after hearing after
hearing, and every single witness has
come and said, ‘‘We need more afford-
able housing in this country.’’ Yet,
there is nothing that will address that
need in this bill.

It is not because of the ranking mem-
ber or the chairman of the Committee,
it is because of the big tax cut that has
taken all of the money that we should
have been spending on low-income
housing and affordable housing and
sent it back to rich people, leaving
poor people in destitute housing. That
is a shame for our country.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

As co-chair of the Congressional
Aerospace Caucus, I strongly support
maintaining America’s leadership in
space exploration, research, and tech-
nology. That is why I rise in support of
increased funding for the National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration.

Let me speak of two challenges being
met by NASA in aircraft noise and en-
gine emissions. The ultraefficient en-
gine technology program at the NASA
Glenn research center is improving
local air quality around airports and
reducing aviation’s impact on global
warming.

The program is developing revolu-
tionary propulsion technologies for in-
creased performance and efficiency of
aircraft engines. The goal of NASA’s
quiet aircraft technology program is to
develop technologies which will con-
tain aircraft noise within airport
boundaries.

The Federal Government is investing
millions of dollars every year to insu-
late homes. Such sound insulation is
the only feasible approach today. How-
ever, breakthrough technologies devel-
oped by NASA through the UEET pro-
gram and the quiet aircraft technology
program will properly address the prob-
lem by achieving significant reductions
in aircraft noise and emissions.
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I urge increased support for NASA.

Not only will this funding enable the
U.S. to remain at the forefront of space
technology, but it will serve to give
much-needed relief to our constituents
who live near airports.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, there have been a
number of the speakers who have com-
mented on HUD funding. I would just
like to respond briefly on a couple of
points.

First of all, we, unlike the Senate,
increased Section 8 housing vouchers.
We put, I believe, 34,000 new housing
vouchers in. Eight thousand of those
are specifically for people with disabil-
ities. I think that it is the sub-
committee stepping up to the plate and
dealing with an issue that we have not
fully dealt with in the past. The Senate
provided no new Section 8 housing
vouchers, so I think the House did an
excellent job there.

We also increased operating expenses
for the public housing authorities
across the land by 8 percent. That is a
very, very substantial increase.

Although we have a reduced amount
of funding in the capital budget, I
would remind my colleagues, there is
$8 billion in the capital expenses pipe-
line for public housing authorities
across the nation. That is $8 billion
that is appropriated but unallocated to
a specific project, and unspent.

We would urge those public housing
authorities to move forward and allo-
cate those funds toward a project. Oth-
erwise, they will lose those funds, and
we will assign them to public housing
authorities that are spending their
funds in a timely way.

The problem is, we are appropriating
these monies and they are not taking
care of their housing code violations,
they are not taking care of the hazards
that people living in public housing
have to deal with every day. So it is
our responsibility as a Congress to
make sure those public housing au-
thorities spend that money.

Lastly, the level of funding that we
have provided is exactly what the Clin-
ton administration asked for for the
past 3 years. So to say that we did not
do our job for HUD, Members can say
that, but it is tougher to make the case
because the facts I think would argue
otherwise.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I add my voice to
those of my colleagues on this side of
the aisle who have said there are stun-
ning examples in this bill of how the
tax cut has forced us into insufficient
funding for important programs. I join
everybody who has spoken in thanking
the Chair and the ranking member for
doing what they can with the insuffi-
cient budget they had.

Let me just add another stunning ex-
ample, as my colleague, the gentleman
from Massachusetts said, of the social
harm that has been done by insuffi-
cient funding.

We all have said we have added $1 bil-
lion to the health care for our veterans
in this budget. That is true. But $1 bil-
lion, given the inflationary cost of
health care in this Nation, barely
keeps up with that inflation; $1 billion
barely keeps up with the inflation. How
do we make up for all the years that we
have not granted sufficient funding to
our Nation’s veterans?

Of all people, these are the folks who
we should take care of before we de-
clare a surplus, before we give a tax cut
to the wealthiest 1 percent of our Na-
tion. It is our veterans who have made
this Nation the prosperous one it is.
Yet, they have come last, again.

The so-called Independent budget
that is put out by the veterans service
organizations of this Nation, virtually
every single veterans’ organization has
contributed to this independent budg-
et, they think another $1.7 billion is
necessary for the health care for our
Nation’s veterans to keep up with in-
flation and to deal with problems such
as Hepatitis C, with problems of our
aging veteran population, with bring-
ing down the incredible 5 months and 8
months and year-long waiting times
for specialty doctors.

So I will be proposing an amendment,
when we get to that stage in the bill,
to give $1.7 billion extra. We have
emergency funding in this bill now. I
would hope that this House would
agree with me that the funding for our
veterans is an emergency, that we
ought to declare our support for our
Nation’s veterans and provide this
level of funding.

There will be amendments to do that.
There will be amendments to increase
the medical research budget, to in-
crease the budget to fight and treat
Hepatitis C victims, and there will be
amendments to give health care to the
75,000 Filipino veterans of World War
II, one-third of them citizens of this
Nation, and the others living in the
Philippines who have contributed to
our Nation’s victory in World War II. It
is time that we supported them.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON).

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my colleague for
yielding time to me.

I want to praise both the chairman
and the ranking member of this sub-
committee for their outstanding work
in a very difficult budget environment.
I know the tough decisions they had to
make were not easy, and I support the
effort they have put forth.

I want to speak about one very small
part of this bill we are going to be vot-
ing on today that impacts one very
large group of people in America.

We talked about the FEMA budget
and how we need to help resolve those
problems created by disasters and re-
imburse towns and cities for the ex-
penses they have lost, the debts they
have in incurred. But we have not
heard anything about FEMA’s commit-
ment to the 1.2 million men and women
in this country who are the fire and
EMS personnel.

Under the chairman’s leadership,
with the strong support of the full
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), this past
year the Congress for the first time es-
tablished a grant program to support
the Nation’s domestic defenders. The
$100 million that was allocated was re-
quested by 30,000 fire and EMS depart-
ments across this country to the tune
of $2.9 billion. We will only be able to
fund a very small portion of that re-
quest.

I am pleased that this bill has an ad-
ditional $100 million, and I am going to
ask at a later point in time, when I
offer an amendment, that my col-
leagues and the leadership of this sub-
committee support the Senate posi-
tion, which is $150 million.

We talk about the needs that we have
in this bill, but Mr. Chairman, each
year 100, on average, fire and EMS per-
sonnel die in the line of duty pro-
tecting our communities, and 85 per-
cent of them are volunteers. The right
thing for us to do is to support a pro-
gram that will help prevent and pro-
tect these individuals from the loss of
life and injuries that they assume on a
regular and annual basis.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs.
JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. I know the chairman works very
hard to try and craft some legislation
that would address the issues of our
community.

But I am concerned about the cut in
housing that has occurred in this bill,
particularly the drug elimination pro-
gram that was provided for public
housing. In Cuyahoga County, Ohio,
that will mean the cut is equal to the
entire budget for the law enforcement
department at the Cuyahoga Metro-
politan Housing Authority. For me and
for my community and district, that is
significant.

So I ask Members to rethink that. I
ask them to realize that even though
people think it is a stupid program, in
fact the people who live in public hous-
ing that have had an opportunity to
have drugs eliminated think it is a
great program.

However, I do want to compliment
the chairman and the ranking member
on the work they have done for the
NASA program. The NASA program in
Cuyahoga County is very, very impor-
tant. I want to thank the chairman,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON),
and my ranking member for seeing
that NASA had an opportunity to get
additional dollars.
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am

pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the bill for its
functions that it annually funds, in-
cluding funding for NASA and other
issues. But in particular I want to talk
about the funding for FEMA.

I strongly support the committee’s
decision to accept the amendment of-
fered by my colleague, the gentleman
from Houston, Texas (Mr. DELAY), to
provide an additional $1.3 billion for
FEMA as emergency funding. As Mem-
bers know, Tropical Storm Allison
dropped 40 inches of rain throughout
the Houston area over a week-long pe-
riod, causing damages up to about $5
billion affecting 90,000 people in Texas.

It is estimated that the damages in
the Texas Medical Center in my dis-
trict alone will exceed $2 billion, and it
is expected with other disasters that
we will far exceed what was originally
budgeted and what the President origi-
nally called for. So I think this is a
step in the right direction.

In fact, the other body, in their bill,
has a figure up to $2 billion; and I hope
that ultimately we can get there, be-
cause we know we will have other dis-
asters in the remaining part of this
year and in next year. And we will cer-
tainly need this funding so people in
my district and other parts of Texas
can get back on their feet.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, can the
Chair advise us as to how much time is
remaining in general debate?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) has 31⁄2
minutes remaining and the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN)
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this fine bill that the
chairman, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH), and the ranking
member, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), have brought to
the floor.

I do not get excited about many Fed-
eral programs, but this bill contains
money for two of the very best science
agencies in the world, NASA and the
National Science Foundation. These
are programs that ultimately will re-
sult in an increased understanding of
the world around us and will deliver
practical benefits to the American tax-
payers. It is a good bill.

Again, let me congratulate the Chair
and the ranking member for their fine
work, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the NASA funding in this bill.

It seems obvious to me that if we invest in
these advanced science and engineering ef-
forts now, when our economy is still relatively
robust, we can help lay the groundwork for an-
other generation of economic growth, which is
good for all Americans.

NSF is our premier agency for support of
basic research at academic institutions in the
physical and biological sciences, in mathe-
matics, and in engineering. Basic research
discoveries launch new industries that bring
returns to the economy far exceeding the
original public investment.

The Internet, which emerged from research
projects funded by the DOD and NSF, strik-
ingly illustrates the pay-off potential of such re-
search expenditures. In fact, over the past 50
years, half of U.S. economic productivity can
be attributed to technological innovation and
the science that has supported it.

Unfortunately, the simple truth is that during
the 1990s we have been underinvesting in the
fields of science that NSF supports.

A recent report from the National Academy
of Sciences provides specific examples that
make this case. The report shows that be-
tween 1993 and 1999 federal research sup-
port at academic institutions fell by 14 percent
in mathematics, by 7 percent in physics, by 2
percent in chemistry, and by 12 percent in
electrical engineering.

Inadequate funding for basic research in
such important fields imposes a price on soci-
ety, because new ideas are lost that would
otherwise underpin future technological ad-
vances. Of even more importance, anemic
funding of academic science and engineering
research reduces the numbers of new young
scientists and engineers, who constitute the
essential element necessary to ensure the na-
tion’s future economic strength and security.

The bill before us provides funding growth
for NSF in excess of nine percent. The in-
crease will enable the Foundation to expand
its investments in exciting, cutting-edge re-
search initiatives, such as information tech-
nology and nanoscale science and engineer-
ing. Of course, I would like to see the budget-
doubling rate of increase that was appro-
priated for NSF last year. But I understand the
constraints the Committee faced and I believe
they did a wonderful job under the cir-
cumstances.

NASA

I’d now like to turn to the bill’s treatment of
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration. I am a strong and unabashed sup-
porter of our Nation’s space program. It has
delivered countless practical benefits to our
citizens over the four decades since NASA
was established. You only need to think about
some of the things that have come from past
investments in space research—including
such things as worldwide satellite communica-
tions, space-based weather imagery, ad-
vanced medical diagnostic and telemetry de-
vices, advanced materials—the list just goes
on and on—to know that this has been money
well spent.

I would be the first to say that we haven’t
been able to fund NASA as well as I would
have liked over the past decade. We were try-
ing to get the deficit under control, and NASA
had to take cuts, just as other agencies had
to take cuts. And I supported holding the line
on NASA’s spending, even though I supported
its programs. However, we are in a different
era and I believe it is time to increase our

Federal investment in research and develop-
ment. It’s an investment in our future, and no
agency symbolizes the future more than
NASA.

This bill, I am pleased to say, takes a step
in that direction. It provides an increase of
more than four percent for NASA. Given the
constraints facing the Committee, I appreciate
the efforts of Chairman WALSH and Ranking
Member MOLLOHAN to provide the additional
funding.

Of particular interest to me is the fact that
the bill provides $275 million for the Space
Station Crew Return Vehicle, as well as addi-
tional funding for Space Station research.

I know that Members are concerned about
the reported cost growth in the Space Station
program. And those who know me know that
I do not want to spend a single dollar more
than is necessary to carry out the Federal
government’s programs—whether they are
NASA programs or some other agency’s pro-
grams. At the same time, we have to provide
the resources needed to finish what we start,
or we will just wind up wasting the taxpayer’s
money.

The International Space Station is going to
be a world-class orbiting research facility if we
are wiling to keep the faith and ensure that it
has the capabilities successive Congresses
have supported. Thus, we are going to need
to invest in Space Station research facilities—
and make sure that the Station can support
the seven-person crew needed to carry out
that research. This bill supports that vision.

I also support the additional funding pro-
vided to the Space Shuttle program. The Shut-
tle program is critical to our nation’s explo-
ration and use of space, and we need to en-
sure that it has adequate funding so that it
keeps flying safely and reliably. In addition,
the bill provides funding for a range of impor-
tant programs in science, aeronautics, and
technology.

These are programs that ultimately will re-
sult in increased understanding of the world
around us and will deliver practical benefits to
the American taxpayer. Again, let me con-
gratulate the Chair and Ranking Member for
their fine work, and I urge my colleagues to
support the NASA funding in this bill.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I have no
additional requests for time, and I re-
serve the balance of my time to close.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
have one remaining speaker.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time, 2 minutes, to the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, what this debate is
about, really, is the priorities of this
country. Several months ago it was the
wisdom of the President of the United
States and a majority of the Members
of the Congress that we were a rich
enough Nation that we could afford to
provide hundreds of billions of dollars
to the wealthiest 1 percent of the popu-
lation, people who have a minimum in-
come of $375,000 a year. That is how
rich we were. But today, when we are
talking about the needs of our vet-
erans, the men and women who put
their lives on the line to defend this
country, the men and women who were
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wounded in action, well, guess what,
today we do not have enough money to
address their needs.

All over this country, including the
State of Vermont, there are waiting
lines for veterans to get the quality
treatment that they need. There is
speculation that the prescription drug
program for veterans will cost veterans
more money because we do not have, as
a Nation, the funding available to take
care of those people who made such
sacrifices for this country. Hundreds of
billions of dollars for tax breaks for
those who do not need it but inad-
equate funding for our veterans.

Mr. Chairman, in my State, and
again all over this country, millions of
Americans are paying 50 or 60 percent
or more of their limited incomes for
housing. In one region after another in
this country affordable housing is un-
attainable. Yet, once again, we appar-
ently do not have enough money to
adequately fund affordable housing in
this country, so that families and chil-
dren sleep out on the street and work-
ing people pay 50, 60 percent of their in-
comes for housing. Tax breaks for mil-
lionaires, yes; adequate funding for af-
fordable housing, no.

And, once again, all over this coun-
try communities are struggling to
make sure that the air that they
breathe, the water they drink, is not
polluted. Money for tax breaks, yes;
money for the environment, no.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I thank my colleague,
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN), for joining me in this de-
bate and a general discussion of the
bill. As I said before, I think we have a
good bill. I suspect that if we had $150
billion to spend, someone would stand
up and say we just need more money.
Last year, we provided a record in-
crease in veterans medical care, the
most ever in the history of this coun-
try in one year and we still had amend-
ments asking for more money.

I think we have done a pretty good
job of providing the resources that we
need. I would remind my colleagues
that back in the years of the Reagan
tax cut, there was a very substantial
tax cut but there was an agreement
that they would cut taxes and that
they would also commensurately cut
spending. The tax cuts occurred, the
spending cuts did not. Therefore, we
wound up with very substantial budget
deficits. I think that what we have
done thus far this year is the right
thing to do. We have had growing sur-
pluses, we were collecting more money
than the government needed to oper-
ate, and if the money was left there, it
would have been spent. So the Presi-
dent proposed a tax cut that was sup-
ported by both the House, and the Sen-
ate, in very large numbers, and signed
by the President. It is now law and the
money is being mailed out to the tax-
payers who were overpaying.

So we have to now take care of the
spending part, which is really what
this bill is about. It is spending prior-
ities. We have close to $110 billion in

this bill. Some of it is at our discre-
tion, about $85 billion. I think we have
done the best we could. I think we have
met the priorities of the country.

We have increased veterans medical
care by $4 billion in the last 3 years, if
this bill passes. We have provided for
the protection of the environment. We
have provided for emergency relief, dis-
aster relief for emergency victims, and
we have provided for the housing of our
Nation. I think we have made some dif-
ficult choices, but we have made wise
choices. And I think that the people
who pay the taxes would accept the
fact that we have done our level best.

So I submit to my colleagues in clos-
ing the debate with my feeling that we
have done the very best that we could.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to comment on H.R. 2620,
VA-HUD-Independent Agencies appropriations
for FY 2002. I intend to offer several amend-
ments to this legislation to address my con-
cerns regarding affordable housing and sup-
port of our only national community service
program.

This bill appropriates $112.7 billion for pro-
grams and activities of the Veterans Affairs
(VA) and the Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) departments, and for independent
agencies. The independent agencies included
under this appropriations measure include the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (NASA), the National Science Foundation
(NSF), and the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Administration (FEMA).

The total appropriation in the bill is $7.2 bil-
lion (7%) more than FY 2001 funding and $2.1
billion (2%) more than the administration’s re-
quest. On an adjusted basis (i.e., after certain
official CBO budget scorekeeping adjustments
have been made), the bill provides $112.6 bil-
lion—$7.5 billion more than the FY 2001 level
but $2.3 billion less than requested.

As the founder and Co-Chair of the Con-
gressional Children’s Caucus, and congres-
sional representative from the 18th Congres-
sional District of Texas I have a strong interest
in the well being of our nation’s children and
their families. I would like to offer the following
amendments for the committee’s consideration
as it prepares the rule for consideration of this
important legislation.

This year has been very difficult for the resi-
dents of Harris County and the City of Hous-
ton with the devastation caused by flooding as
a result of Tropical Storm Allison. Although
words cannot even begin to describe ade-
quately the destruction that Houston and its
surrounding areas, I will attempt to describe
for you some of havoc that the storm has
wreaked. The more than three feet of rain that
fell on the Houston area beginning June 6 has
caused at least 23 deaths in the Houston area
and as many as fifty deaths in six states. Over
10,000 people have been left at least tempo-
rarily homeless during the flooding, many with
no immediate hope of returning to their
homes. More than 56,000 residents in 30
counties have registered for federal disaster
assistance. Over 3000 homes have been de-
stroyed, over 43,000 damaged. The damage
estimates in Harris County, Texas alone are
$4.88 billion and may yet increase. As to
housing needs because of the flood, I will offer
amendments to increase the housing funds to
assist in rebuilding disaster-stricken homes.

Some of the most hard hit areas include the
University of Houston, Texas Southern Univer-

sity, and the Kashmere Gardens neighbor-
hood, a Houston enclave that is predominantly
low income and possesses the fewest re-
sources needed to bounce back from this
once in a lifetime event.

However, I want to take particular note to
some of the greatest damage to our city,
which occurred at Texas Medical Center, be-
cause what has occurred affects us not just lo-
cally, or even just in Texas, but nationally. The
Texas Medical Center, home to some forty
medical institutions, is the largest medical cen-
ter in the world. Globally renowned medical
care and research takes place there. The
flood has decimated these preeminent health
institutions.

The flood has also damaged educational in-
stitutions. The University of Houston estimates
that the damage to that institution is $250 mil-
lion, in addition several schools in the North
Forest Independent School District were also
damaged.

Houston will recover, but to what extent and
over what period of time remains to be an-
swered, by the federal government’s commit-
ment to residents of that area. Therefore I
support the effort to add $1.3 billion to FEMA’s
Disaster Relief Fund. I ask my colleagues to
support this needed funding to assist in all the
existing disaster declarations.

Assistance for residents in and around
Houston has come from many quarters. I am
particularly grateful for the assistance provided
by AmeriCorps Volunteers, who were directed
to the Houston area by the Corporation of Na-
tional and Community Service. The Corpora-
tion’s three major service initiatives are
AmeriCorps, Learn and Serve America, and
the National Senior Service Corps.

Over 200 AmeriCorps members from four
regional campuses responded to a call-up
from the American Red Cross to assist victims
of Tropical Storm Allison in Texas and Lou-
isiana. The members are serving as first-line
family assistance representatives, helping fam-
ilies to receive immediate aid and to identify
each family’s long term needs. The corps
members are also operating emergency as-
sistance shelters, working in soup kitchens,
and delivering meals to people affected by the
flooding. Additionally, Spanish speaking mem-
bers are helping translate emergency assist-
ance forms for people who don’t speak
English. The members are working in ten
emergency assistance shelters in the Houston,
TX, vicinity and three shelters around Baton
Rouge, LA.

Overall, the storm caused upwards of $4.88
billion in damage to Houston and surrounding
Harris County. Over 20,000 homes were dam-
aged by the flooding as the storm dumped
over 36 inches of rain in some areas with
some houses reporting over seven feet of
water in them.

It is unfortunate that the Appropriations
Committee zeroed out the account for the
Community Development Fund, when the ad-
ministration requested $411 million in funding
for FY 2002. My amendment would restore the
program and allow them to continue their work
on the behalf of communities throughout the
United States.

AmeriCorps, the domestic Peace Corps, en-
gages more than 40,000 Americans in inten-
sive, results-driven service each year. We’re
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teaching children to read, making neighbor-
hoods safer, building affordable homes, and
responding to natural disasters through more
than 1000 projects. Most AmeriCorps mem-
bers are selected by and serve with projects
like Habitat for Humanity, the American Red
Cross, and Boys and Girls Clubs, and many
more local and national organizations. Others
serve in AmeriCorps*VISTA (Volunteers in
Service to America) and AmeriCorps*NCCC
(the National Civilian Community Corps). After
their term of service, AmeriCorps members re-
ceive education awards to help finance college
or pay back student loans.

AmeriCorps is a win-win program that I
hope the rule for this legislation will allow it to
continue in its work to help make America a
better place to live. Homelessness in America
continues to be a problem that seems to lack
a broad commitment to see and end to this
blight on the American Dream. Attempting to
attribute homelessness to any one cause is
difficult and misleading. More often than not, it
is a combination of factors that culminates in
homelessness. Sometimes these factors are
not observable or identifiable even to those
who experience them first hand (Wright, Rubin
and Devine, 1998). For example, lack of af-
fordable housing is a factor repeatedly cited
as contributing to homelessness (Hertzberg,
1992; Johnson, 1994; Metraux and Culhane,
1999; National Coalition for the Homeless,
1999–F). However, lack of affordable housing
is often representative of a collectivity of other
problems. Other key factors include the inabil-
ity to earn a living wage, poverty, welfare re-
form, unemployment and/or domestic violence
that can combine to form a situation in which
even the most basic housing is not affordable.

The support that AmeriCorps volunteers
provided to Houston area residences must be
supported by funds from the federal govern-
ment in allowing families have homes to live in
after the damaged caused by Tropical Storm
Allison. I have an amendment that increases
funds for HUD’s Community Development
Block Grant Program to be used as matching
funds for home repair and buyout for Harris
County and the City of Houston citizens who
have been displaced by Tropical Storm Alli-
son.

Rather than speak in terms of cause, we
must focus on the factors that contribute to the
alarming numbers of persons who are home-
less. Among the leading risk factors associ-
ated with homelessness, the following factors
are paramount: Lack of affordable/low-income
housing; poverty; welfare reform; Lack of a liv-
ing wage; mental illness; substance abuse;
domestic violence; and lack of affordable
health care. I for one do not want to add to
this list; natural disasters as a cause of home-
lessness should this Congress fail to act.

Another key area of this legislation’s appro-
priations provides funding to our nation’s aero-
space effort. The residents of the Houston
Congressional District, which I serve, are lo-
cated near the Johnson Space Center, which
manages human space flight missions as part
of National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (NASA).

The National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration was created by the National Space

Act of 1958, after the success launch of the
world’s first man made satellite by the Soviet
Union. NASA is charged with the responsibility
of conducting space and aeronautics research,
development, flight activity designed to ensure
and maintain U.S. preeminence in space and
aeronautical endeavors.

The only real threat to date present to our
nation’s leadership in space is right here on
Earth in the determination of some Members
to see an end to this leadership.

The principal mission of the space station is
to establish a permanent human presence in
space to perform research in a near-zero
gravity environment. The space station is the
largest, most technologically complex space
program ever undertaken. Requiring more
than 40 space shuttle flights to complete, the
space station will be approximately the size of
a football field, weight nearly 1 million pounds,
and have an interior volume comparable to
two 747 aircraft. The space station will serve
as a platform for a range of research activities
in biology, physics, and materials science, as
well as for Earth and astronomical observa-
tions. The experience gained using the space
station will provide information to support deci-
sions about future human exploration mis-
sions. In addition, it is hoped that the space
station will attract a substantial number of
commercial ventures, and that an increasing
fraction of the space station operational costs
will be covered by the private sector.

Our ability to reach for the stars is another
priority, which will ensure that America re-
mains the preeminent country for space explo-
ration. Last year it was difficult to see NASA’s
budget cut and I support every effort to in-
crease funding during the FY 2001 appropria-
tions process. After garnering support for in-
creased funding for General Science, Space
and Technology, this year’s budget is $1 bil-
lion above last year’s appropriation. I am
thankful for the hard work done in restoring
and increasing NASA’s funding.

I will vigorously oppose any attempt to cut
funds from NASA’s International Space Station
budget or related accounts. NASA has be-
come an easy target over the last few years
only because our dominance of space explo-
ration has not been challenged. However, I
would like to remind my colleagues that this
circumstance could change. For this reason,
and the important medical and scientific break-
throughs that could be achieve by the science
conducted aboard the space station I urge my
colleagues to reject all attempts to decrease
funding to NASA.

I would like for my colleagues as we amend
this appropriations measure, that we keep our
eyes on the long view and not the short term.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to H.R. 2620, the FY 2002 VA–
HUD and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions bill because the funding level in the bill
is woefully disappointing in the areas of vet-
erans medical care and public housing pro-
grams that serve our country’s most vulner-
able citizens and families.

Mr. Chairman, the funding shortfalls in this
bill, in my opinion, is totally unnecessary. We
have the resources in this country to take care
of our veterans as well as to provide adequate

housing for the poor, the elderly and the dis-
abled. But because my colleagues on the
other side of the isle thought it more important
to pass a $1.3 trillion tax cut.

I made a request to the subcommittee,
which was unfortunately not funded, to assist
the Virgin Islands in replacing and upgrading
our wastewater and sewage treatment facili-
ties. The government of the Virgin Islands is
under EPA mandate to replace or upgrade
significant components of our wastewater in-
frastructure to eliminate constant bypass dis-
charges of wastes in violation of the Clean
Water Act. In addition to the Clean Water Act
concerns, the constant discharge of raw sew-
age on our streets and in our beaches are
threatening the quality of life of Virgin Island-
ers as well as, our fragile Tourism economy.

Because my community continues to be
plagued by this crisis, I will continue to seek
the assistance of the Chairman and Ranking
Member of the Subcommittee to explore the
possibility that some assistance could be pro-
vided to my district to deal with this problem.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this bill.
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-

ber rises today to express his support for H.R.
2620, the VA, HUD and Independent Agencies
Appropriations Act for FY2002. First, this
Member would like to thank the distinguished
gentleman from New York, the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on VA, HUD
and Independent Agencies from New York
(Mr. WALSH), the distinguished gentleman from
West Virginia, the ranking member of the sub-
committee (Mr. MOLLOHAN), and all members
of the subcommittee for the work they did
under the tight 302(b) allocation.

This Member would like to focus his re-
marks on the following four areas: Section 8
housing, Section 184 Indian Housing Loan
Guarantee Fund Program, and the Community
Development Fund-Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) program.

SECTION 8 HOUSING

First, this Member is supportive of the treat-
ment of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) Section 8 housing con-
tracts. The legislation provides $15.7 billion to
fully fund the renewal of all Section 8 housing
assistance contracts and it provides $197.2
million to fund 34,000 new Section 8 vouch-
ers.

SECTION 184 INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND
PROGRAM

Second, this Member supports the $6 mil-
lion appropriation for the (HUD) Section 184,
American Indian Housing Loan Guarantee
Program, which is the same as the Adminis-
tration’s request. This Member created the
Section 184 program in consultation with a
range of Indian housing specialists. The Sec-
tion 184 program appears to be an excellent
new program which is providing privately fi-
nanced homes through a Government guar-
antee program for Indian families who are oth-
erwise unable to secure conventional financing
due to the trust status of Indian reservation
land. The above appropriations should support
loan guarantees totaling approximately $72
million which should assist an estimated
20,000 families.
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OFFICE OF RURAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT

Third, this Member would like to specifically
commend the Subcommittee for eliminating
duplicative efforts of the Federal Government
in rural housing and economic development.
Unlike FY2002 and FY2001, this bill does not
fund the Office of Rural Housing and Eco-
nomic Development within the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for FY2002.
In fact, this Member testified before the VA,
HUD and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Subcommittee in opposition to HUD’s du-
plicative efforts in rural housing.

As a long-term advocate of rural housing
during his tenure in the House, this Member
believes that we need to be careful of duplica-
tion in the efforts of the Federal Government
in rural housing and economic development.
In the past, the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) through their Rural Devel-
opment offices has successfully implemented
numerous rural housing and economic devel-
opment programs. As a result, this Member
disagrees with HUD’s efforts to duplicate
USDA Rural Development staff.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND (CDBG)
Lastly, this Member would like to emphasize

a concern about the VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies appropriations bill which in
large part results from budgetary restraints.
The Community Development Fund, which in-
cludes the CDBG program, is provided $4.8
billion, which is $255.6 million less than the
fiscal year 2001 level. This reduction is of sub-
stantial concern to this Member. Indeed the
CDBG program has been a model of local-
Federal partnership.

The CDBG program not only is valuable to
the larger entitlement cities, but it also gives
assistance to those communities under 50,000
through state administering agencies. It is a
Federal Government program with minimal
overhead and bureaucracy. Moreover, CDBG
has provided invaluable dollars to cities and
rural communities for such things as afford-
able housing, public infrastructure, and eco-
nomic development.

In conclusion, because of the necessity to
fund important housing and community devel-
opment programs, this Member would encour-
age his colleagues to support H.R. 2620, the
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the VA-HUD appropriations
bill.

This bill funds NASA and keeps our nation’s
leadership in human space exploration on
track.

I am particularly pleased that the bill in-
creases funding for the space station so that
a crew return vehicle can be built. This critical
component will enhance on-orbit research ac-
tivities by allowing for a crew of six astronauts.

Also, I support the funds provided for the
space shuttle program. Despite a flat budget,
the shuttle program is more efficient and safer
than ever.

The Shuttle program is critical to our na-
tion’s exploration and discovery of space.
Since the shuttle will have to fly until at least
2012 to meet our nation’s human space flight
goals, we must ensure that the program is
properly funded to include necessary vehicle
upgrades and ensure that we have the nec-
essary infrastructure to support human space
flight.

Earlier this year, the shuttle program cele-
brated its 20th anniversary and its 100th flight.
We must ensure that the shuttle remains a
safe and reliable vehicle in space for the next
decade and beyond.

This bill takes us in that direction.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I

want to commend the chairman and ranking
minority member of the VA/HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Subcommittee, Mr. WALSH,
the gentleman from New York, and Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, the gentleman from West Virginia, for
producing a bill that will ensure that the Na-
tional Science Foundation (NSF) stays at the
forefront of innovation.

For fiscal year 2002, H.R. 2620 provides
$4.8 billion in funding for NSF, an increase of
9.3 percent over the fiscal year 2001 appro-
priation. Specifically, the bill provides about
$3.6 billion for research, $135 million for re-
search equipment and construction, and $885
million for education and human resources.

NSF is the government’s premier science
agency. It supports cutting-edge research to
answer fundamental questions within and
across scientific disciplines. Often the potential
for failure is as great as that for success. But
by encouraging such risks, NSF has helped
fuel new industries and jobs that have pro-
pelled economic prosperity and changed the
way we live.

Maintaining the Nation’s leadership in
science will require keeping open the pipeline
of new ideas and innovations that flow from
fundamental research. Although the private
sector provides most of the research funding,
which is expected to top $180 billion this year,
its spending focuses largely on applied re-
search with a near-term payoff. The Federal
Government, therefore, has a significant role
to play in supporting the long-term research
the private sector needs but has little incentive
to pursue.

We also need to increase the pool of tal-
ented scientists in our universities and work-
force. Today, over half the graduate students
in science and math at American universities
are foreign born, and we are becoming in-
creasingly reliant on foreign workers to fill crit-
ical jobs. Further, it is estimated that by 2020,
60 percent of the jobs will require the skills
only 22 percent of the workforce has today.
We can and must do better.

NSF is the Federal Government’s only
agency dedicated to the support of education
and fundamental research in all scientific dis-
ciplines from physics and math to anthro-
pology and zoology. Today’s NSF-led re-
search in nanotechnology, advanced mate-
rials, biotechnology, and information tech-
nology are laying the groundwork for the tech-
nologies of the future, and in the process
training the scientists, engineers, and tech-
nology entrepreneurs of tomorrow.

It is important that we continue to support
NSF as part of a balanced federal research
portfolio. Large science budgets at mission
agencies like the National Institutes of Health,
while welcome, are not enough.

As former NIH director Harold Varmus noted
last year, breakthroughs in the biomedical field
are increasingly dependent on breakthrough in
other fields—computer science, chemistry,
physics, and engineering—traditionally funded
by NSF. Nowhere is this more evident than in
the unraveling of the human genome, a re-
markable achievement that could not have oc-
curred without advances in computing and

networking technologies funded by NSF and
other agencies. This bill helps restore some
balance.

I do have some concerns, however, about
NSF’s management of large scientific con-
struction projects, and I will be offering an
amendment to the bill that I hope will help
NSF get the expertise it needs to oversee
these large projects. I believe that the addition
of some experienced federal project manage-
ment professional would improve the institu-
tional memory and accountability within NSF,
and I look forward to working with Chairman
Walsh to see that NSF gets the expertise it
needs.

Mr. Chairman, during its first 50 years, NSF-
supported research has improved our lives in
countless ways. By further investing in basic
research today, we can ensure that over the
next 50 years our kids and grandkids will profit
from the innovations of tomorrow.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I
want to express my strong support for the
House version of the VA–HUD appropriations
bill, and would especially like to associate my-
self with the comments of Mr. DREIER and Mr.
SCHIFF relating to NASA. The importance of
this legislation should not be underestimated.
NASA and NSF are critical investments in the
science and research that drive technology
and our economy.

I am concerned about the Senate’s action
on the Solar System Exploration program. As
my colleagues have already stated, the cuts
and managerial changes proposed by the
Senate would be devastating to the explo-
ration of our solar system, as well as to the
men and women who have dedicated their
professional lives to extending our reach into
deep space.

The Senate proposes to cut $50 million from
the Mars Surveyor program. The exploration
of Mars is an essential element of NASA’s ex-
ploration program. Because of the nature of
Mars’ orbit around the Sun, we can only
launch missions to Mars every two years. The
reduction proposed by the Senate would force
NASA to choose between taking unnecessary
risks to meet the current launch schedule or
delaying the mission another two years. Both
of these results would increase the ultimate
costs of going to Mars while limiting the ability
of NASA to accomplish its mission.

Similarly, the proposed transfer of the tele-
communications and mission operations direc-
torate to an industry vendor would impede
rather than enhance our ability to explore the
solar system. My colleague, Mr. DREIER, dis-
cussed the impact on mission operations, I
would like to discuss the impact on the com-
munications program.

It takes great skill and sophisticated equip-
ment to communicate with a tiny spacecraft
billions of miles from Earth. Despite what Hol-
lywood might lead you to believe, it is not as
simple as just phoning home. To appreciate
the complexity faced by NASA, the two Voy-
ager spacecraft, launched in the 1970s are
still flying and still sending back data, but they
are literally billions of miles away and transmit-
ting a signal that is so weak, that the signal is
almost undetectable. In fact, your wristwatch
operates on 20 billion times more energy.
However, eliminating the highly-skilled staff
which operates the Deep Space Network is
tantamount to turning off the array.

Finally, despite the rhetoric about efficiency,
there is nothing efficient about failure. Cutting
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funding and eliminating expert personnel may
look good on the books today, but it will end
up costing the taxpayers their space program.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the provision on the VA
HUD appropriations which grants access to
veterans medical facilities for Filipino World
War II veterans.

General Douglas MacArthur, referring to the
defenders of Bataan and Corregidor, claimed
that ‘‘no army has ever done so much with so
little.’’ Many of us take this as words of com-
mendation meant for American forces defend-
ing the Philippines. However, we must not
overlook the fact that a substantial portion of
this defense force was composed of Filipino
volunteers.

Although they fought and died alongside
American comrades, these veterans were
never afforded equal status. Prior to mass dis-
charges and disbanding of their unit in 1949,
these veterans were paid only a third of what
regular service members received at the time.
Underpaid, having been denied benefits they
were promised, and lacking proper recogni-
tion, General MacArthur’s words, ‘‘no army
has ever done so much with so little,’’ truly de-
pict the plight of the remaining Filipino vet-
erans today as they did half a century ago.

Access to veterans facilities would be of
great benefit to these men and it could not
come at a more opportune time. The past few
years have seen the numbers of these men
drastically decline. Now, mostly in their 80’s
and of declining health, the handful of these
veterans now remaining more than ever need
the benefits and recognition afforded the rest
of their compatriots.

This provision is not the long awaited act
that would restore benefits denied by Con-
gress to Filipino veterans who fought under
the American flag during World War II. How-
ever, it would go a long way towards recog-
nizing the service and sacrifices of these men
for the benefit of the United States. In the
past, this country has considered Filipinos as
‘‘little brown brothers.’’ Let us take an extra
step and go a long way towards recognizing
them as equals by acknowledging their serv-
ice. Our ‘‘little brown brothers’’ were full part-
ners in the struggle against Japan. Let us
work towards having them become full part-
ners in the distribution of benefits. I urge my
colleagues to support this provision.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
highlight the bill’s science funding.

Because this is the bill that funds six dif-
ferent agencies, funding requests for veterans
and the homeless are pitted against science
programs and space exploration. Unfortu-
nately, this is an institutional reality the mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee face
every year.

Given that reality Chairman WALSH and
Ranking Member MOLLOHAN have succeeded
in providing additional funding for science and
technology.

The National Science Foundation and NASA
have received a 9 percent increase in funding
and 4.5 percent increase over current year
funding respectively. While some Members
and members of the scientific community
wanted more—this bill is a good start to prop-
er science funding. It is noteworthy that the
committee has funded more than $200 million
to educate K–12 students and their teachers
in math, science and technology education.

The Congress is doing the heavy lifting that
the President failed to do in his budget blue-

print. I am very concerned about the Presi-
dent’s priorities when it comes to science.

It is interesting that the Bush administration
has proposed to double funding (a 13.5 per-
cent increase over current year funding) for
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and it
proposed a 1.3 percent increase for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, 1.3 percent in-
crease for NASA and reduced funding for the
Department of Energy’s Office of Science by
less than 1 percent.

I do not often quote Former Speaker Newt
Gingrich, but when it comes to science fund-
ing—he has it right. ‘‘To double NIH without
doubling the broad base of science means in
the long run we will cripple the evolution of
science, because NIH cannot, in the long run,
progress beyond physics, chemistry, mathe-
matics, etcetera.’’

Recently E. Floyd Kvamme, the President’s
co-chairman of the Council of Advisors on
Science and Technology, wrote that NSF and
NASA will receive ‘‘increases.’’ ‘‘In the case of
NSF, its budget will grow 15 percent between
2000 and 2002,’’ he said. That may be true.
What he did not write was that that 13 percent
of the increase occurred during the Clinton ad-
ministration, according to the Congressional
Research Service, with Bush requesting less
than 2 percent under the rate of inflation.

The administration seems to be practicing
fuzzy math to prop up its lack of leadership
when it comes to Science and Technology.

We know that government support for
science has a direct impact on innovation at
universities and technology transfer in the pri-
vate sector. As someone who represents Sil-
icon Valley, my constituents and I know there
is a direct link between competitiveness and
innovation in science and technology.

Without adequate research and develop-
ment funding by the federal government, we
put our high technology companies and stu-
dents at a competitive disadvantage.

The future is now. The U.S. has the oppor-
tunity to invest wisely in science and tech-
nology. Doing so keeps open the door to tech-
nological advancement. The door will slam
shut without adequate research and develop-
ment funding.

Earlier this year, the Senate adopted the
Bond/Mikulski amendment to the budget reso-
lution. This amendment increased current year
funding to NSF by $674 million, to NASA by
$518 million and to DOE’s Office of Science
by $469 million.

Though not included in the budget resolu-
tion conference report, I joined many of my
colleagues in the House to support the
science-funding goal of the Bond/Mikulski
amendment as the appropriation process
moves forward this year.

This bill already makes a start. Let’s work
with those who supported this effort in the
other body earlier this year as this appropria-
tions bill moves forward. With the support of
my colleagues in the House, it is my hope that
the final appropriations bill contains the
science research and development increases
that the Senate agreed to earlier this year.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of this bill and want to compliment my
good friend and Chairman JIM WALSH for his
hard work in crafting this very important appro-
priations bill. With this bill, the chairman and
our committee worked hard to make sure that
the medical needs of our veterans are met,
and that their claims are processed in a timely

fashion. It ensures that safe and affordable
housing is provided for the low income, the el-
derly, and the disabled. It provides funding to
make the water we drink cleaner and the air
we breathe healthier. I am proud to serve on
this committee which addresses these priority
issues. In addition to the $1 billion increase for
veterans medical care, I want to point out a
few other highlights:

This bill provides the highest budget ever for
the National Science Foundation at $4.8 bil-
lion. This is a 9 percent increase over last
years level. Funding from NSF produces the
in-depth research performed at almost every
university across the country. Every single dis-
trict benefits from this increase.

This bill also fully funds the renewal of all
expiring section 8 housing assistance con-
tracts, and provides 34,000 new Section 8
vouchers. These vouchers will be distributed
to those most in need, and for the first time
every, a portion will be designated for the dis-
abled.

After almost a decade of being flat-lined,
NASA is provided nearly $15 billion, including
almost $7.6 billion for research and develop-
ment. As the space station is now in success-
ful orbit, I am pleased that this bill dedicates
approximately $343 million to generate the un-
precedented microgravity research the sci-
entific community has been waiting for.

To address our environmental needs, this
bill provides $1.2 billion for Clean Water State
Revolving Funds, which provide grants to our
communities to assist their efforts in building
modern and adequate wastewater facilities.

This bill provides $2.25 billion for the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency to co-
ordinate responses to our national disasters. I
am especially pleased that $404.6 million is
designed for FEMA’s core activities to make
sure that we are prepared to properly mitigate
the disasters which might strike. I would like to
recognize not only the FEMA officials who are
all to often called to respond, but also the
state and local emergency management
teams who will benefit from this funding.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to con-
gratulate you and the staff again this year for
crafting a well-balanced bill.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak
on H.R. 220, providing appropriations to the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development and various inde-
pendent agencies. While I have some concern
about several provisions in the bill, the bill is
technically consistent with the Budget Resolu-
tion and complies with the Budget Act.

H.R. 2620 provides $85.4 billion in budget
authority and $88.1 billion in outlays for fiscal
year 2002. The bill does not exceed the VA–
HUD subcommittee’s adjusted 302(b) alloca-
tion. Accordingly, the bill complies with section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, which prohibits measures that exceed
the reporting subcommittee’s 302(b) allocation.

This bill designates $1.3 billion in emer-
gencies, which triggers an automatic increase
in the corresponding levels in both the Budget
Resolution and the statutory caps. The appro-
priation is for FEMA Disaster Relief Oper-
ations in response to the recent tropical storm
in Houston, Texas.

It is not entirely clear that the designation is
necessary because the Budget Resolution
provides ample resources for emergencies.
With this said, the emergency designation is
clearly permitted under existing law.
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H.R. 2620 also provides $4.2 billion in ad-

vanced appropriations for the Section 8 Hous-
ing Certificate Program, which will be counted
against the levels established in next year’s
Budget Resolution. This advanced appropria-
tion is on the list of permissible appropriations
under section 201 of H. Con. Res. 84.

I am somewhat concerned about several
purported ‘‘offsets’’ in this bill. The bill claims
$7 million from the repeal of a provision that
was already signed into law. It claims another
$121 million in savings from a veterans-related
provision that already passed the House. Ob-
viously, these savings can only be used once.

As Chairman of the Budget Committee, I am
obligated to report to the Congress on how the
appropriations bills compare to the Budget
Resolution. Under existing law, this bill is con-
sistent with the Budget Resolution and does
not violate the Budget Act.

Nevertheless, the existing process with re-
spect to emergencies is broken and needs to
be fixed. At the very least, both Congress and
the President should set aside resources for
emergencies and restrict the use of these re-
sources for legitimate emergencies.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, as chairman
of the House Science Committee I rise in
strong support of the FY 2002 VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies appropriations bill. My
good friends Chairman WALSH, and Ranking
Minority Member MOLLOHAN have put together
a bill that is very good for science, good for
the space program, good for education, and
good for the environment. That’s a winning
combination, one that’s good for America. I
thank them for their leadership.

Chairman WALSH shares my belief that
basic research provides the foundation for
economic growth and for the tremendous ad-
vances we have made in areas like biomedical
research. The appropriation for the National
Science Foundation contained within this bill
reflects these beliefs. And the committee is to
be commended for the 9 percent increase that
he provided for the Foundation.

The bill also contains funding for the Na-
tional Mathematics and Science Partnerships
Program that was proposed by President Bush
and that is authorized by my bill—H.R. 1858—
that was unanimously reported out of the
Science Committee. This program will bring
colleges and universities and school districts
together to form partnerships to improve the
quality of elementary and secondary math and
science education. Funding is also included to
enable elementary and secondary teachers to
participate in research projects conducted at
State, Federal, and university labs.

I want to particularly thank the committee for
including funding for the Noyce Scholarship
Program. Named for the co-founder of Intel,
this program provides scholarships to talented
mathematics, science, and engineering stu-
dents in exchange for a commitment to teach
two years for each year of scholarship. I look
forward to working closely with Chairman
WALSH to retain this funding as the bill goes to
conference.

The chairman is also to be commended for
a bill that protects and expands NASA’s sci-
entific programs in Science, Aeronautics, and
Technology while striking the right balance for
the space station.

This bill sends a clear signal that Congress
is not going to bail NASA out for its manage-
ment failures. It also makes clear that we’re
willing to work with the Administration to iden-

tify additional resources to improve station ca-
pabilities, if we see the right management re-
forms and performance improvements at
NASA. With that in mind, requiring the White
House Office of Management and Budget to
certify that NASA is containing its costs before
obligating additional funds makes a lot of
sense. Moreover, we should require the White
House Office of Science and Technology Pol-
icy to certify that those additional funds will
benefit the research effort.

Through careful fiscal management, we can
ensure that the space station benefits science
in the long run. The bill sets us on that path.

I particularly appreciate the committee’s
commitment to new space technology and its
effort to bridge the gap between NASA and
the Air Force. By directing additional funding
into the Air Force Research Lab, the bill en-
courages NASA and the Air Force to pool their
efforts on technologies that will benefit both
agencies and the American people. Space
based radar technology, for example, is vital
to our national security, but also has immense
applications in Earth science. A development
program that reduces the cost of synthetic ap-
erture radar technology will benefit both.

Similarly, the bistatic radar technology de-
veloped at Rome Research site has immense
potential for upgrading our national launch
range tracking capabilities at a low cost. By
demonstrating this technology, we may finally
break the logjam that has undermined our
space launch competitiveness.

Let me turn for a moment to the budget for
the Environmental Protection Agency. I appre-
ciate the efforts of Chairman WALSH and his
colleagues to provide a responsible budget to
help meet the nation’s environmental needs.
On the whole, the bill is good news for EPA.

Clearly, many of us would prefer to see
higher funding levels for some of the agency’s
programs, but the gentleman from New York
has done an admirable job of balancing com-
peting needs and working within difficult fiscal
constraints.

As chairman of the Science Committee, I
am particularly pleased the bill increases fund-
ing for the Science and Technology account
from $640 million in the budget request to
$680 million.

As a member of the Transportation and In-
frastructure Committee and the Congressional
Water Infrastructure Caucus, I am pleased the
bill rejects the proposed cut to the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund but am dis-
appointed it doesn’t provide at least $1.35 bil-
lion for the program. I appreciate the con-
straints facing the chairman but would encour-
age the committee to find a way to fund some
of the important, water infrastructure and eco-
system restoration programs, such as the new
sewer overflow control grants program and the
reauthorized Clean Lakes program. I hope
there are opportunities down the road to target
assistance for such efforts.

I would also continue to note my concern
with the Superfund program. The bill provides
$1.27 billion. The appropriators are doing their
best under the circumstances. Congress
needs to change the circumstances; com-
prehensive reform and, at a minimum, a reau-
thorization of the corporate environmental in-
come tax—twelve one hundreds of a per cent
(which expired on December 31, 1995) should
be the next course of action.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill for science,
a good bill for the space program, and a good

will for the environment. It aptly illustrates the
tremendous leadership provided by my friend
from New York, Chairman WALSH, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY) assumed the Chair.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2002

The Committee resumed its sitting.
The CHAIRMAN. All time for general

debate has expired.
Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be

considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. The amendment printed
in House Report 107–164 may be offered
only by a Member designated in the re-
port and only at the appropriate point
in the reading of the bill, shall be con-
sidered read, shall not be subject to
amendment, and shall not be subject to
a demand for division of the question.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2620

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Departments of Veteran Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, boards, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the payment of compensation benefits
to or on behalf of veterans and a pilot pro-
gram for disability examinations as author-
ized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 18,
51, 53, 55, and 61); pension benefits to or on
behalf of veterans as authorized by law (38
U.S.C. chapters 15, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat.
2508); and burial benefits, emergency and
other officers’ retirement pay, adjusted-serv-
ice credits and certificates, payment of pre-
miums due on commercial life insurance
policies guaranteed under the provisions of
article IV of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act of 1940 (50 U.S.C. App. 540 et seq.)
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and for other benefits as authorized by law
(38 U.S.C. 107, 1312, 1977, and 2106, chapters 23,
51, 53, 55, and 61; 50 U.S.C. App. 540–548; 43
Stat. 122, 123; 45 Stat. 735; 76 Stat. 1198),
$24,944,288,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed
$17,940,000 of the amount appropriated under
this heading shall be reimbursed to ‘‘General
operating expenses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ for
necessary expenses in implementing those
provisions authorized in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990, and in the Vet-
erans’ Benefits Act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. chapters
51, 53, and 55), the funding source for which
is specifically provided as the ‘‘Compensa-
tion and pensions’’ appropriation: Provided
further, That such sums as may be earned on
an actual qualifying patient basis, shall be
reimbursed to ‘‘Medical facilities revolving
fund’’ to augment the funding of individual
medical facilities for nursing home care pro-
vided to pensioners as authorized.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I really wanted to
take this moment as we begin full con-
sideration of this bill to thank the
chairman, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) and the ranking
member, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), for their work
and the improvements that we have
been able to afford the citizens of our
country in this fiscal year 2002 appro-
priation bill for the Veterans Adminis-
tration, the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Department, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, NASA, and
the National Science Foundation.

The bill has many good points. Cer-
tainly the National Science Founda-
tion increase, the President asked for
an increase, we provided over an 8 per-
cent increase in this budget. And even
in smaller programs, like the Neigh-
borhood Reinvestment Corporation,
which has such a fine track record in
communities across our country, a re-
spectable increase. But I have to say
that in other accounts this particular
bill does not have adequate funding.

Other Members have talked about
HUD’s housing programs, and without
question the reductions in public hous-
ing modernization, decreased by 15 per-
cent; and community development
block grants, every single community
in this country affected by that cut by
6 percent; and homeless assistance
down by nearly 9 percent. We still have
not completely solved that problem
across our country. The impact on
Americans as a result of this under-
funding of the HUD programs will be
felt from coast to coast.

The bill eliminates the popular
AmeriCorps program. HUD’s Rural
Housing and Economic Development
programs have been eliminated. Em-
powerment zones, Enterprise commu-
nities, and the Public Housing Drug
Elimination Grant Program I will talk
about in a moment.

Now, I wanted to say a word about
the Environmental Protection Agency,
also a reduction, and as important as
the reduction, the shift in responsi-
bility for enforcement to the States. In
the case of Ohio, my home State, The
Washington Post reported just a couple

weeks ago ‘‘Nowhere are the problems
cited by the EPA studies of State en-
forcement performance more in evi-
dence than Ohio where so much back-
log remains. During the past 2 years, 72
percent of Ohio’s plants and refineries
had violations of the Clean Water Act,
a third of the plants were in violation
of the Clean Air Act, and over a third
of the factories were found to be oper-
ating with expired permits required
under the Clean Water Act.’’

So we have to be conscious that as
this bill is considered, there are serious
imperfections that are contained with-
in it.

Others have referenced the veterans
portion of the budget. We hear lots
about the greatest generation; books
have been written, movies, and we are
about to build the World War II memo-
rial, one of the most important pieces
of legislation I have ever sponsored
here in this Congress. Yet the Veterans
Medical Care budget, the budget that
will actually go to care for those that
the Nation says it cares so very much
about, underfunded by nearly $.5 bil-
lion over what the administration
needs in order to accommodate the
lines that are out there in hospital
after hospital.

So as the bill moves forward, I really
do look forward to working with the
chairman and the ranking member to
perfect it.

And I just wanted to say a word
about the amendment I will be offering
later this afternoon, because I heard
my colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY), come to the floor a little
earlier and speak against the drug
elimination program in public housing,
and my friend and colleague from Ohio
is a former FBI officer.

I was very surprised to hear that. But
I have to tell him that perhaps the part
of Ohio he represents is not like my
own. But his position is going to hurt
Cincinnati, it will hurt Dayton, it is
going to hurt Toledo, it is going to
hurt Steubenville, and it is going to
hurt Lima, because in fact the drug
elimination program goes to the very
heart of communities where drug lords
and this drug trade took control of peo-
ple living under the most vulnerable of
circumstances.

The local policing forces, sometimes
out of sheer racism and sometimes out
of the fact that when they wore a uni-
form they were not accepted inside
those projects, did not patrol the
projects. My colleagues can go across
this country, in places like Chicago,
where I personally visited, and see peo-
ple on the roofs with repeating shot-
guns, with repeating rifles, at a certain
time of day. If a drug deal was coming
down on the street, a mother could not
leave that project and go buy a bottle
of milk because the drug lords were
controlling the projects. Now, if we
have not lived under that situation, we
cannot appreciate what it really
means.

But the amendment I will be offering
will be to continue the drug elimi-

nation program in public housing at a
level of $175 million, unlike this bill
which zeros it out. And, in fact, our
amendment will actually cut the pro-
gram by nearly half from what was ex-
isting last year.

But to do this across America is
truly a serious mistake.

b 1700

Crime has been going down in our
country. Why should we do any less
than President Reagan, the first Presi-
dent Bush and President Clinton?

Mr. Chairman, I again thank the
chairman and ranking member and
look forward to perfecting this bill as
it moves along.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS

For the payment of readjustment and reha-
bilitation benefits to or on behalf of veterans
as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 21,
30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 39, 51, 53, 55, and 61),
$2,135,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That expenses for rehabili-
tation program services and assistance
which the Secretary is authorized to provide
under section 3104(a) of title 38, United
States Code, other than under subsection
(a)(1), (2), (5) and (11) of that section, shall be
charged to this account.

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES

For military and naval insurance, national
service life insurance, servicemen’s indem-
nities, service-disabled veterans insurance,
and veterans mortgage life insurance as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 887;
72 Stat. 487, $26,200,000, to remain available
until expended.

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the program, as authorized by 38
U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as
amended: Provided further, That during fiscal
year 2002, within the resources available, not
to exceed $300,000 in gross obligations for di-
rect loans are authorized for specially adapt-
ed housing loans.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan
programs, $164,497,000, which may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation
for ‘‘General operating expenses’’.

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $1,000, as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Pro-
vided, That such costs, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, as amended: Provided further, That
these funds are available to subsidize gross
obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans not to exceed $3,400.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $64,000, which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $72,000, as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended:
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Provided, That such costs, including the cost
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided further,
That funds made available under this head-
ing are available to subsidize gross obliga-
tions for the principal amount of direct loans
not to exceed $3,301,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $274,000, which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct loan program authorized by 38
U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter V, as amended,
$544,000, which may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General
operating expenses’’.

GUARANTEED TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOANS
FOR HOMELESS VETERANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the administrative expenses to carry
out the guaranteed transitional housing loan
program authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37,
subchapter VI, not to exceed $750,000 of the
amounts appropriated by this Act for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’
may be expended.

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL CARE

For necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance and operation of hospitals, nursing
homes, and domiciliary facilities; for fur-
nishing, as authorized by law, inpatient and
outpatient care and treatment to bene-
ficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, including care and treatment in facili-
ties not under the jurisdiction of the depart-
ment; and furnishing recreational facilities,
supplies, and equipment; funeral, burial, and
other expenses incidental thereto for bene-
ficiaries receiving care in the department;
administrative expenses in support of plan-
ning, design, project management, real prop-
erty acquisition and disposition, construc-
tion and renovation of any facility under the
jurisdiction or for the use of the department;
oversight, engineering and architectural ac-
tivities not charged to project cost; repair-
ing, altering, improving or providing facili-
ties in the several hospitals and homes under
the jurisdiction of the department, not oth-
erwise provided for, either by contract or by
the hire of temporary employees and pur-
chase of materials; uniforms or allowances
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902;
aid to State homes as authorized by 38 U.S.C.
1741; administrative and legal expenses of the
department for collecting and recovering
amounts owed the department as authorized
under 38 U.S.C. chapter 17, and the Federal
Medical Care Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 2651 et
seq., $21,281,587,000, plus reimbursements:
Provided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, $900,000,000 is for the
equipment and land and structures object
classifications only, which amount shall not
become available for obligation until August
1, 2002, and shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003: Provided further, That of the
funds made available under this heading, not
to exceed $500,000,000 shall be available until
September 30, 2003: Provided further, That of
the funds made available under this heading,
not to exceed $3,000,000,000 shall be available
for operations and maintenance expenses of
medical facilities: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall conduct
by contract a program of recovery audits for
the fee basis and other medical services con-
tracts with respect to payments for hospital
care; and, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302(b),
amounts collected, by setoff or otherwise, as

the result of such audits shall be available,
without fiscal year limitation, for the pur-
poses for which funds are appropriated under
this heading and the purposes of paying a
contractor a percent of the amount collected
as a result of an audit carried out by the con-
tractor: Provided further, That all amounts so
collected under the preceding proviso with
respect to a designated health care region (as
that term is defined in 38 U.S.C. 1729A(d)(2))
shall be allocated, net of payments to the
contractor, to that region.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
series of amendments, and I ask unani-
mous consent they be considered en
bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendments offered by Mr. OBEY:
General Provisions
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
‘‘SEC. 427. Paragraph (2) of section 1(i) of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
to reductions in rates after June 30, 2001), is
amended by adding after the table the fol-
lowing:

‘‘In the case of taxable years beginning
during calendar year 2002, the preceding
table shall be applied by substituting ‘39.1%’
for ‘38.6% ’.’’

Department of Veterans Affairs, Veterans
Health Administration

In the paragraph ‘‘Medical Care’’, strike
‘‘$21,281,587,000’’ and insert ‘‘$21,581,587,000’’
in lieu thereof.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, Public Housing Capital Fund

In the paragraph entitled ‘‘Public Housing
Capital Fund’’, strike ‘‘$2,555,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$2,837,000,000’’ in lieu thereof.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment

After the paragraph entitled ‘‘homeless As-
sistance Grants: insert the following new
section:

‘‘SHELTER PLUS CARE RENEWALS

‘‘For the renewal on an annual basis or
amendment of contracts funded under the
Shelter Plus Care program, as authorized
under subtitle F of Title IV of the McKinney-
Vento Homeless Assistance Act, as amended,
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That each Shelter Plus
Care project with an expiring contract shall
be eligible for renewal only if the project is
determined to be needed under the applicable
continuum of care and meets appropriate
program requirements and financial stand-
ards, as determined by the Secretary.’’

Environmental Protection Agency, Envi-
ronmental Programs and Management

In the paragraph entitled ‘‘Environmental
Programs and Management’’, strike
‘‘$2,014,799,000’’ and insert ‘‘$2,021,799,000’’ in
lieu thereof.

At the end of the paragraph entitled ‘‘En-
vironmental Programs and Management’’,
insert:

‘‘: Provided further, That the on-board staff-
ing level of the Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assistance shall be maintained
at not less than the level authorized for this
Office as of December 31, 2000’’

Corporation for National and Community
Service

Strike the paragraph following the center
head entitled ‘‘National and Community
Service Programs, Operating Expenses’’ and
insert the following new section:

‘‘(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the Corporation
for National and Community Service (the

‘‘Corporation’’) in carrying out programs, ac-
tivities, and initiatives under the National
and Community Service Act of 1990 (the
‘‘Act’’) (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.), $311,000,000,
to remain available until September 30, 2003:
Provided, That not more than $50,000,000, to
remain available without fiscal year limita-
tion, shall be transferred to the National
Service Trust account for educational
awards authorized under subtitle D of title I
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12601 et seq.).

Mr. OBEY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendments be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve

a point of order against the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order.

Is there objection to consideration on
the amendments en bloc?

There was no objection.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment and any amendment there-
to be limited to 50 minutes to be equal-
ly divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), and myself, the opponent.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH).

Mr. Chairman, let me explain what
this amendment is all about.

I served in the legislature with a fel-
low by the name of Harvey Dueholm,
who was a retired farmer, probably the
single best legislator I ever knew. He
had a number of pithy observations of
life and politics in this country. One of
the things he said regularly is that one
of the problems with this country is all
that too often the poor and the rich get
the same amount of ice, but the poor
get theirs in the wintertime.

That is certainly the case with re-
spect to the tax bill which this Con-
gress passed a number of weeks ago. To
correct that, I am trying to offer this
amendment today along with the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) and
let me explain what it is we are trying
to do.

When the House voted on the tax bill,
it voted on it separately before we even
had a budget. That meant that, in ef-
fect, Members of this House were being
shielded from the responsibility to
make public choices about the trade-
offs that were wrapped into that tax
bill.

We were never allowed the oppor-
tunity to explain in explicit terms
what the size of that tax bill meant in
terms of our ability to, for instance,
deal with long-term shortfalls in Social
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Security, to deal with long-term short-
falls in Medicare, to deal with prob-
lems of short-funding in education or
any other field.

I make no apology for the fact that I
believe that it is more important for us
to shore up Social Security than it is
for us to give people a $300 refund
check.

I make no apology for my belief that
it is more important for us to shore up
Medicare long term than to provide a
$53,000 tax cut to the wealthiest 1 per-
cent of people in this country.

I make no apology for the fact that I
oppose the idea that we ought to cut in
half the rate of increase we have had in
Federal support for education over the
past 5 years.

I make no apology for my belief that
veterans are not receiving the health
care they need in this country.

I make no apology for my concern
about the lack of adequate shelter for
some of the poorest children in this
country.

I make no apology for the belief that
we ought to have stronger environ-
mental enforcement and that we ought
to be willing to pay for it.

I think all of those priorities are a
whale of a lot more important than
providing the tax cut that we have pro-
vided to the wealthiest 1 percent of
people in our society who make more
than $330,000 a year.

So what this amendment tries to do
is to make this Congress finally make
specific choices about specific tax cuts
versus specific funding programs. It is
my belief that there is nothing wrong
with cutting in half the tax cut that
goes to people who make more than
$330,000 a year so that we will have
some money left on the table to pro-
vide what this amendment tries to pro-
vide, which is a $300 million increase in
funding for veterans’ health care and
the various increases that I described
previously in my statement to this
House.

We are going to be providing well
over $300 million in additional funds
under this amendment for housing. We
are going to be providing funds for Fed-
eral EPA enforcement to restore the
positions that were cut for Federal en-
forcement. We are going to be restoring
partially the funding for the Corpora-
tion for National Service. We pay for
that by simply cutting in half the tax
cut that was provided to the wealthiest
1 percent of people in this society.

Mr. Chairman, I bet that at least
two-thirds of the people in that top 1
percent, if asked, would say that they
would rather that we provide adequate
housing and adequate health care for
veterans than to keep whole their new-
found tax bonanza.

I have a sign on the wall of my office,
and every time a group comes in ask-
ing for money, which is about 18 times
a day, before they sit down and talk
about what they want out of Uncle
Sam, I make them read the sign on the
wall which says this: ‘‘What is there
that you want me to do for somebody

else that is more important than what-
ever it is you are going to ask me to do
for you today?’’

Mr. Chairman, I believe in a Judeo-
Christian society. That is the funda-
mental question we ought to be asking
ourselves. I believe if we ask that ques-
tion of the folks who came in to lobby
for those tax cuts for the most privi-
leged people in this society that a
whole lot of them would say, ‘‘We do
not mind if you scaled our tax cut back
just a little bit so you can provide to
the least fortunate people in society or,
in the case of veterans, to the people
who decided that they would be willing
to risk everything for somebody else.’’

Mr. Chairman, that is the choice that
we are attempting to have the House
make here today. I recognize that it is
an unusual procedure because this is
not in the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, but I think
doing the right thing is more impor-
tant than jurisdictional dunghills.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman

from New York rise in opposition to
the amendment?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition; and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EVANS), the distinguished ranking
member of the Committee on Veterans
Affairs.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join with the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) in cospon-
soring the amendment he is offering.

The Obey-Evans amendment will pro-
vide substantial increased funding for
veterans’ medical care and other im-
portant programs.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Obey-Evans amendment to address the
significant shortfalls in funding for
veterans’ health care in the commit-
tee’s bill.

I believe a $1.2 billion increase in vet-
erans’ medical care funding is fully jus-
tified. I have prepared an amendment
to provide this increase.

There are many challenges that the
VA will face in the near future. The VA
must continue to honor its commit-
ment to our most vulnerable veterans
with the most serious disabilities. It
must meet its growing infrastructure
needs. Impending clinical staff short-
ages, including nurses, the VA’s largest
employee group, and the rising cost of
gasoline plaguing areas around the
country are among those challenges.

It is clear, however, that this House
is not prepared to approve this $1.2 bil-
lion increase today. An increase that
will be provided by the Obey-Evans
amendment is needed. Long before
President George Bush promised Amer-
icans a tax cut, we made a commit-
ment to honor those who served and

defended this Nation in its most dire
hours. It is now our duty to make sure
that our obligations are paid back to
them. Our amendment will do this.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I continue to reserve my point of
order.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is the
same amendment that the gentleman
from Wisconsin offered in the full com-
mittee. It was considered out of order
in the full committee, and he is with-
out question on message. He stays on
message. I recognize that. I congratu-
late him for that, but I think the mes-
sage is wrong.

The message should be that the
President had an agenda to bring to
the Congress. He brought it to the Con-
gress. We had debate on whether or not
the American taxpayer was paying too
much money. The debate was resolved
by Congress. The House and Senate
voted to cut the tax rates that indi-
vidual taxpayers pay. The people who
pay the most money got the largest tax
cut, the people who pay the least
amount of taxes got the least tax cut,
and those who do not pay taxes did not
get any tax cut. I think that is pretty
logical, and people can understand
that.

Mr. Chairman, what we are charged
with doing today is the Congress’s pri-
mary role, which is creating a budget
and spending taxpayers’ money. We
have an allocation. It is the allocation
provided to us by the budget resolution
and the Committee on the Budget in
consultation with the Committee on
Appropriations which handed down our
allocation, and we have to live with
that. That is our allocation.

Mr. Chairman, we have provided
funds for almost every one of the areas
that the gentleman would otherwise
supplement funds, and we think that
the funding is right.

I will close by saying I think this is
the right formula for spending in this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,

I rise in support of the Obey-Evans
amendment. I do so because some of us
said several months ago when we were
debating the budget that we knew we
were going to get to the point when we
started talking about appropriations,
there would be the same hue and cry
because we knew then that you cannot
get blood out of a turnip. We knew that
a big tax cut would take away the pos-
sibility of providing the resources that
we needed to care of the needs of our
people.

And so here we are with one of the
biggest debts that we have, and that is
the debt that we owe our veterans, the
debt that we owe the men and women
who have given the last measure of ev-
erything that they had to give. Now we
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come and tell them that there is no
water at the well, that there is not
enough money to provide the needed
services.

People in my community right now
are gearing up for public hearings next
week to talk about which one of our
veterans hospitals will get closed. Will
it be the Lakeside? Will it be the West
Side? Will it be Hines? Will it be beds
eliminated? Will it be mental health
services that they cannot get?

And so I join with those who say if
we have any responsibility, Mr. Chair-
man, it is the responsibility to fully
fund medical services for the Veterans
Administration. For those men and
women who have given so much, at
least we can give them a little.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve my point of order, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for yielding
time and for bringing up an amend-
ment that gets to the heart of every-
thing that we have been talking about
in Congress for the last couple of
months.

Let me begin by citing three words:
priorities, priorities, priorities. In the
United States today, we have by far
the most unequal distribution of
wealth and income of any nation on
Earth. The wealthiest 1 percent of the
population owns more wealth than the
bottom 95 percent. The gap between
the rich and the poor is growing wider.
The CEOs of major corporations now
earn over 500 times what their workers
earn. Yet a few months ago it was the
wisdom of the President of the United
States and a majority of the Members
of Congress that the richest 1 percent,
those people who have a minimum in-
come of $373,000 a year, need to have,
over a 10-year period, hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in tax breaks. That is
what the President and the Congress
said.

Some of us disagree. Some of us
think that it is more important that
we adequately fund education in this
country so that every young person has
the opportunity to succeed in this
country. Some of us think that it is ab-
surd that the average young person
who graduates from college today ends
up $20,000 in debt because we have cut
back, over the years, Federal aid to
education.

Some of us think that it is absurd
that 1 week after the President signed
the tax bill and the huge tax breaks for
the rich, that 1 week later people on
his Social Security advisory com-
mittee suddenly announced that we
may have to cut back on the cost of
living allowance for people on Social
Security. Tax breaks for billionaires,
but we do not have enough money to
adequately fund Social Security.

In my State and all over this coun-
try, home health care agencies are hav-
ing a terrible time and have received

huge cuts in taking care of some of the
oldest and most frail people in this
country. Visiting nurses are unable
now to do the job because this Con-
gress, several years ago, savaged Medi-
care. We do not have enough money to
take care of the old and the frail, but
we do have enough money to provide
huge tax breaks for billionaires.

In the United States today, we re-
main alone among industrialized na-
tions in not having a strong prescrip-
tion drug benefit program for our sen-
iors. In Vermont and all over this
country, elderly people do not know
how they are going to pay for their pre-
scription drugs. They are forced to
choose between food and heat and their
prescription drugs. We do not have
enough money to provide strong pre-
scription drug benefits. Let us support
this important amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of this measure, the VA, HUD,
and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the committee’s funding in this
measure.

This legislation does provide $51.4 bil-
lion in funding for the Department of
Veterans Affairs and that is an in-
crease of $4.3 billion over last year’s
level. Included in that amount is a
total of $21 billion for veterans health
care. That is an increase of $1.2 billion
over fiscal year 2001 levels, matching
the request in the President’s budget.

Mr. Chairman, as our veterans con-
tinue to age, they find themselves cer-
tainly in greater need of medical care
with each passing year. While the in-
crease for medical care does fall some-
what short of that advocated by some
of the veterans service organizations in
their annual budget reports, this
amount is an historical increase. More-
over, it is refreshing to see the new ad-
ministration demonstrate a commit-
ment to ensuring that our veterans are
going to receive adequate funding for
health care. That element was sorely
lacking in the prior administration
which consistently submitted flat-lined
budgets.

I would note, however, that unlike
the last several years, some of these
new funds need to find their way to the
veterans networks up in the north-
eastern part of our country, particu-
larly in New York. Due to the post-
VERA formulas, the VISN which con-
tains my congressional district re-
mains the only one in the country
which finds that its funding continues
to be cut on an annual basis despite the
increased funding nationally. That
lack of funding takes place in spite of
the fact that VISN 3 has a greater per-
centage of specialty care patients and
otherwise unfunded mandates such as

hepatitis C vaccinations. We have had
to rely on emergency transfers by the
Secretary of the VA to make up for a
portion of the difference.

Given that the new chairman of the
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
and I share the same vision, I am con-
cerned that the arbitrary, capricious
and flat-out discriminatory policy of
the last few years in distributing the
funds that are available should be cor-
rected. I am requesting that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations reconsider
the VA’s funding allocation formula for
VISN 3.

Given that, I note that H.R. 2620 does
provide a badly needed 16 percent in-
crease for the Veterans Benefits Ad-
ministration to help mitigate the
backlog in veterans’ claims which has
now resulted in multiyear delays in
getting new compensation claims ap-
proved. Our veterans have served their
country when called. It is unconscion-
able that many now pass away while
waiting for that backlog of legitimate
claims to be approved.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the com-
mittee for providing $300 million for
short-term repairs and improvements
to our aging medical facilities that was
in legislation passed by the House ear-
lier this year, a total of $371 million for
VA medical research, and over $100 mil-
lion for veterans State extended-care
facilities.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this meas-
ure is sound legislation. It provides
adequate funding for so many areas in
need and deserves the full support of
our colleagues.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), the distin-
guished ranking member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I thank the ranking
member for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, when the Committee
on Rules was considering the form of
the rule under which we would consider
this appropriations measure, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin sought to have
this amendment made in order. Unfor-
tunately, it was not made in order.

Despite the fact that this amendment
will not be voted on, I am pleased that
the gentleman has offered it and was
allowed to offer it. It is important be-
cause it puts into perspective the
choices that we as a Congress have to
make.

Not very many months ago, Mr.
Chairman, this Congress passed a $1.6
trillion tax cut. That simply means
that $1.6 trillion over the next 9 or 10
years has been taken out of general
revenues for this country.

This amendment looks at that re-
ality and it looks at what section of
our population most benefited from
that tax cut. In fact, the top 1 percent
of income earners receive about 37.6
percent of that tax cut. It is that top 1
percent that was the greatest bene-
ficiary of that $1.6 trillion tax cut—
those people who make an average of
$1.1 million a year. The Obey amend-
ment looks at that reality and then
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looks at the underfunding in this bill
and says that this would be a fair way
to correct this underfunding. It seems
proportional to calibrate that tax cut
to that top 1 percent a little bit. That
generates enough revenues to fund
some of these terribly underfunded ac-
counts in this bill and leaves a little
bit left over for some other bills.

That is what the Obey amendment
does. It takes .5 percent of the tax cut
for the top income earners, which $1.3
billion (which gives you some esti-
mation of how much money they are
earning) and redirects it to some real
people programs. That is a real priority
and those are real choices and that is
what this amendment does. It clearly
identifies the problem areas in this
bill.

With that $1.3 trillion, the amend-
ment would increase funding for vet-
erans medical care. It would increase it
by $300 million. The amendment would
also address the housing needs of low-
income and disabled citizens. First, it
would add $282 million to the public
housing capital grant account, bring-
ing that account to just over $2.8 bil-
lion, and while this remains below last
year’s funding, it does get it closer.
Then funding would also be provided
for shelter plus care grants. These
grants combine low-cost housing with
treatment and support services.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a
good amendment. It takes money from
where it can be afforded and gives it to
those who need it most. I appreciate
the gentleman offering it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for all of his hard work
on this bill. I want to underscore to
those listening that this is a $4 billion
increase in spending in VA–HUD.

Having listened to the arguments ad-
vanced by the other side of the aisle, it
now becomes clear why Vice President
Gore lost Arkansas and lost Tennessee,
because he decided rather than advanc-
ing the ideas that can bring us to-
gether, they decide to fight the typical
class warfare argument. Tax cuts for
the rich has been repeated time and
time again on this floor. They keep
saying that 1 percent of the wealthiest
Americans are getting the biggest ad-
vantage under the tax cut. But you will
notice none of those on the other side
of the aisle will tell you that a person,
say, earning $300,000 a year pays about
$120,000 in taxes.
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They do not tell you the burden that
that person carries to fulfill the bills
we are passing on the floor today. I
think the gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH) has done a phe-
nomenal job in trying to meet the pri-
ority needs of this Nation. If you look
throughout the bill you will see in-
creasing in funding for AIDS programs,
homeless programs, military and other
vital missions of this country.

Now, if the other side of the aisle be-
lieves that this tax cut is such a bad
idea, I urge them to rally their sup-
porters together and get their sup-
porters to remit their checks, their
Treasury checks, back to the Treasury
and allow them to spend it as they will.
I doubt that one person will step for-
ward and sign the back of their Treas-
ury check, whether they make $100,000,
$50,000 or $20,000, so it can be spent in
reckless abandon on this House floor.

I know this is going to be a fight
about priorities, and I know this is
going to be a fight about George Bush’s
tax cut, but, in my heart, I believe we
can do both. I believe that a family
trying to fit braces on their children’s
teeth needs a refund. I believe that peo-
ple advancing an opportunity to maybe
finally take a vacation need a refund. I
believe people preparing to buy a wash-
er-dryer could use a refund.

The other side wants to refund
money to people who never paid the
taxes because of the Earned Income
Tax Credit.

I would suggest to Members, pay at-
tention to this bill. Focus on the good
things that it does. Recognize that
there is $4 billion of increased spending
on priorities, and avoid the shrill rhet-
oric of the other side when they call
this tax cut for the rich a reckless
scheme.

We are balancing the budget. We are
preserving Social Security. We are fi-
nally increasing, if you will, the con-
tributions to that account to make it
solvent. We are working on prescrip-
tion drug coverage for the seniors. We
are working on a number of issues that
will make this country stronger. But
we will never be strong as a Nation if
we continue to try to beat each other
up over silly sound bites designed for
the next election, rather than the busi-
ness on the floor.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment which will
shave just a tiny bit of the tax cut to
the top 1 percent of wealthy people in
this country in order to provide more
funding for veterans and for other es-
sential needs.

But I want to make a larger point in
reference to some of what I heard from
the other side of the aisle. We are told
by the Social Security Task Force
that, after 2016, we will have to either
raise taxes or cut benefits to pay for
these Social Security bonds that will
be redeemed then. Well, those will be
about $200 billion a year. The tax cut
we passed a few days ago will be about
$400 billion a year at that time.

So do not tell us we cannot keep
faith with our senior citizens to redeem
our Social Security bonds and pay out
the full benefits. It would only cost to
do that half the cost of the tax cut you
just gave to the richest people in our
country, and, in effect, taking away, if
you listen to the rhetoric of the Social
Security Commission, from all the peo-
ple that depend on Social Security.

It is not difficult. We do not have to
raise taxes. We just have to be careful
in what we do and not do the tax cut
for the richest 1 percent, if we want to
redeem all those Social Security bonds
and pay all the benefits. We do not
have to destroy Social Security in
order to save it. We just have to not
pass the Republican tax cuts.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to, first of all, express my appreciation
to the gentleman from New York and
the gentleman from West Virginia, the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, for the
very respectable job they have done in
putting this bill together. I think that
we all need to recognize that.

But the problem we have with this
bill, which is a very real and serious
and definite problem, is based upon the
fact that the tools they had with which
to operate were inadequate. The fund-
ing number that they were given is too
low. The reason for that is the leader-
ship here, at the request of the Presi-
dent, insisted on passing a massive tax
cut before we had a budget, before pri-
orities were established. That was a
basic and fundamental mistake, and it
is one for which we are going to pay
dearly, not just this year but in every
succeeding year over the course of the
next decade.

How are we going to pay? We are
going to pay by inadequate provision
for those people who defended this
country in some of the most difficult
and darkest times in our history, our
veterans. We are not providing ade-
quately for their health care, and we
are not providing adequately for the
general maintenance that many of
them need. We are not doing that be-
cause we do not have the resources in
this bill.

We are not providing enough housing
for people who need housing all across
America. We have a $20 billion housing
deficit today that is not being ade-
quately addressed, and we cannot ad-
dress it because of the inadequate fund-
ing level in this bill.

People need housing. There are so
many people in my district, I am sure,
and in every district represented by
every Member here, of people who can-
not find adequate housing because
housing is too expensive and their in-
comes are too low.

The gentleman from Florida was up
here a little bit earlier in the context
of this debate talking about questions
that have been raised by his constitu-
ents concerning the relationship be-
tween toxic and hazardous waste and
the exposure of people to toxic and haz-
ardous waste and their health condi-
tions, debilitating, declining health
conditions. What is the relationship?

There is an unquestionable relation-
ship between people who have been ex-
posed to toxic and hazardous waste and
decline in their health in forms of can-
cer, attacks of the endocrine system, in
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developmental disabilities. And this
bill, unfortunately, because it has an
inadequate funding level, does not deal
with the problem of enforcement of
toxic and hazardous waste laws. There-
fore, people in Florida and other places
all across the country are being ex-
posed to toxic and hazardous sub-
stances which are destroying their
health.

There is not enough money in this
bill to deal with the problems of drug
control in public housing. We fund hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to deal with
the problem that we think we have in
South America, sending money down
there to kill South Americans, but we
do not provide enough money to save
the lives of Americans in public hous-
ing. The priorities are inadequate, and
it is because of inadequate funding be-
cause of that tax bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
not reduce the size of the tax cut for a
single middle-income American. The
only persons affected on the tax side by
this amendment are people in the top 1
percent of earners in this country who
make more than $330,000 a year.

I am sure that they are all fine peo-
ple. That is not the issue. I do believe
that they can afford to have a slightly
smaller tax cut. I do believe they do
not need an entire $53,000 tax cut,
which is on average what they will re-
ceive under the tax package that was
passed. I do not believe that they need
that full tax cut as much as sick vet-
erans need better medical care, or as
much as low-income children need to
get out of rat traps and into decent
housing, or as much as we all need ade-
quate enforcement of our laws to pro-
tect the environment.

I am amused by one of the previous
speakers who talked about the tax re-
bate and who it ought to go to. This
has nothing whatsoever to do with the
tax rebate. People are going to get
their tax rebates, although I would
note I did get a complaint from a re-
porter in my district because his
grandmother, who died a year and a
half ago, did get a tax rebate in the
mail, and the letter was labeled: Blank
name, ‘‘deceased.’’ With all due re-
spect, I do not know many people
whose last name is ‘‘deceased.’’

I would prefer to see to it that what
tax rebates we do give go to live vet-
erans in need of health care, go to the
families of live children who need bet-
ter housing, and go to those Americans
who are sacrificing in order to provide
national service in their own commu-
nities; and I make no apology for that.

I find it interesting that somehow
people talk about class warfare. I think
the middle class has already lost, if
there has been a war, because the CBO
shows that the top 1 percent of earners
over the past 20 years has had their
after-tax income rise by $414,000, while
the middle class has had their income
rise over that same period, their after-
tax income, by about $3,400. Some vic-
tory for the middle class.

So I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, if
people think veterans are getting ade-
quate health care, fine; oppose the
amendment. If you think poor kids are
getting adequate housing, fine; oppose
the amendment. This issue is not
whether you are for or against tax
cuts. This is an issue of who you think
has a greater need, who you think has
a greater requirement for assistance
from Uncle Sam.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time. I will be prepared to yield
back the remainder of the time when
the gentleman is prepared to yield
back the remainder of his time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
close the debate, and I will honor the
gentleman’s agreement that I will
yield as soon as he does.

Mr. Chairman, this is a phony choice.
We do not have additional funds avail-
able to us to spend, and we cannot in
the process of creating this legislation
amend any existing legislation, and
that is what the gentleman has asked
us to do.

The debate over tax cuts is over. In
fact, the check is in the mail. These
funds are not available to us to spend.
We have an allocation. It is a substan-
tial amount of money. The sub-
committee has met for hundreds of
hours in hearings and in planning to
develop this bill, as a subcommittee
and full committee. The bill passed the
full committee on a voice vote. I think
it has strong support within the Com-
mittee and within the Congress; and,
for that reason, Mr. Chairman, I would
reserve my point of order and ask
Members to continue to support this
bill as it stands after having made the
choices that we have made.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York insist on his point of
order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I insist
on my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to be heard on his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
because it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation in an
appropriations bill and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

The amendment directly amends ex-
isting law, and I would ask for a ruling
of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone wish
to be heard further on the point of
order?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is fully consistent with the
rules of the House. The House would
have had the opportunity to vote on it
if the Committee on Rules had waived

the rules of the House in the same
manner that they waived those rules
for consideration of this bill as a
whole. So I believe the amendment is
consistent with the rules of the House.
However, the manner in which those
rules have been exercised I recognize
has effectively blocked us from having
this amendment come to a vote. I re-
gret that, but I cannot do much about
that.

b 1745
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rule.
The Chair finds that this amendment

directly amends existing law. The
amendment therefore constitutes legis-
lation in violation of clause 2, rule
XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the
chairman in a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the National Estuary Program and
for providing additional funds for the
program in the VA–HUD appropria-
tions bill; and I would like to engage
the chairman in a colloquy.

First, I would like to express my ap-
preciation to the chairman and mem-
bers of his subcommittee for their hard
work and continued support of the Na-
tional Estuary Program, NEP. Con-
gress recognized the importance of pre-
serving and enhancing coastal environ-
ments with the establishment of the
National Estuary Program in 1987. The
NEP’s purpose is to facilitate State
and local governments’ participation
in ‘‘Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plans’’ for threatened and
impaired estuaries.

While the NEP has been successful in
developing these CCMPs, we have in-
creased the number of estuaries in the
National Estuary Program without
matching funding. This has the nec-
essary affect of slowing our progress in
restoring these estuaries.

In my district, for example, in New
Jersey, an NEP called Barnegat Bay
exists. The Barnegat Bay watershed
drains from a land area of approxi-
mately 550 square miles. Over 450,000
people live in the Barnegat Bay water-
shed. That population actually doubles
in the summer as people flock to the
New Jersey shore. The continued eco-
nomic health of the Barnegat Bay wa-
tershed is dependent upon the contin-
ued health and the national beauty of
its waters. The Barnegat Bay estuary
is not only a vital component of New
Jersey’s tourist industry, but an im-
portant natural resource that supports
populations of commercially and
recreationally significant fish, as well
as rare and endangered species.

The Environment Protection Agency
plays a vital role and collaborates with
other Federal agencies, State and local
governments, nonprofit institutions,
industries, and citizens to address
these estuaries’ environmental issues.

The NEP received $20 million to de-
velop its CCMPs. This is not enough to
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fund the implementation of the CCMPs
for now 28 estuaries. That is why we
must increase funding for the National
Estuary Program to protect these vital
natural resources and support the ef-
forts of the local communities to im-
plement their CCMPs.

The Senate bill currently has $25 mil-
lion for the estuary program. I would
urge the chairman to work with con-
ferees of the Senate and House to in-
crease the level of funding for the Na-
tional Estuary Program.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SAXTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) for his
pioneering efforts in developing this
very important national program and
for his continued efforts to ensure the
National Estuary Program remains a
strong program to protect our national
estuaries for the future.

I agree that this program has been
successful with developing and main-
taining local government, nonprofit,
industry, and volunteer support from
within the States where these estuaries
are located. That is why we have in-
creased funding this year for this pro-
gram to $20 million, a $2 million in-
crease over last year. I would be glad
to work with the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey to assure that
this very important program continues
to protect and enhance our precious
national estuaries.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS OF
FLORIDA

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida:
Page 7, line 19, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$1,000,000)’’.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to submit this
amendment to the VA–HUD Appropria-
tions bill. This amendment would ap-
propriate an additional $1 million to
the Veterans Health Administration.

I had another amendment that would
come later, but I am not going to offer
it in the interest of the time of all of
the membership of this body, but I am
determined to try and do something
about the hypocrisy that sometimes
abounds in this Congress.

I want to make it very clear that the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), the chairman of the sub-
committee; the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN); the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the
chairman of the full committee; and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), the ranking member of the full
committee, have done the very best
that they can within the budgetary
boundaries under which they must op-
erate.

The arguments that we are making
do not go, in the final analysis, to class

warfare, they go to: What is it that mo-
tivates us as individuals to want to
take care of the needs of this country?
It is commonly said, ‘‘The mark of a
great country is not what it does for
those with the most, but for what it
does for those with the least.’’ This bill
clearly does not do enough, having ar-
gued that the persons who have the re-
sponsibility of perpetrating it have
done what they can, but it does not
mean all of us did everything that we
could.

Public housing is grossly under-
funded in this bill. This underfunding
harms the people who depend on Con-
gress to help them live meaningful
lives. Without it, many could be evict-
ed from their homes and forced into
the streets. Congress, this institution,
I think, tends to forget that we are
talking about real people, about real
families; people who depend on all of
us, all 435 here and the 100 in the other
body, to do something about their
problems, to look out for them and to
work to ensure that their lives are not
wasted away in degradation and pov-
erty.

It is not an abstract issue of refund-
ing a few hundred dollars to people who
do not really need the money. Let me
address the gentleman from Florida,
my dear friend and colleague, that said
that not many would send theirs back.
I would send mine back in the morning
if I knew that it was going to provide
for veterans; if I knew that it was
going to provide for public housing in
this country that is desperately in de-
terioration and in need of assistance
from all of us.

Let me give as an analogy what tran-
spired in the great State of Florida
that I am a fifth generation person
from. Living there all of these years,
we came to a point where we decided 2
years ago that we were going to give
the taxpayers, me, my mama, every-
body else in Florida, $1 billion back,
while our schools were deteriorating,
while our election system was putrid,
and while all of the circumstances sur-
rounding those who are impoverished
in our State were continuing to dete-
riorate. Ostensibly, each one of us was
supposed to get $260. I never got my
check. What it was was hocus-pocus. It
was a whole bunch of mysterious ac-
counting; but yet, when the legislature
convened this year, there was a $1 bil-
lion shortfall, and still the schools are
crumbling, still the schools are over-
crowded. Yes, the poor are desperate.

The gentleman from Wisconsin was
correct. None of us need not make an
apology at all about caring, and every
man and woman in this institution
cares about veterans. But how did we
address them? We did not address
them. According to the major veterans’
organizations, this bill provides less
than one-half the amount that is con-
sidered necessary to ensure decent
health care for our Nation’s veterans.

Veterans put their lives on the line.
We come down here and say that all
the time. They put their lives on the

line for all of us; they left their fami-
lies for us.

I traveled with my Republican col-
leagues very recently to Normandy and
we stood there and saw what veterans
have done on behalf of all of us, and
there was not a man or woman among
us, and it was a bipartisan group, that
did not leave there teary-eyed, mindful
that we were standing on the shoulders
of those 9,000 people, including count-
less others, who gave us this right to
come here and try to do something for
everybody, not just for a handful of
people in our country.

Yet, we are not willing to pay even
half of what veterans should receive.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am told that this al-
location of $1 million was recently in a
second or third analysis of the funds
available. The Congressional Budget
Office found approximately an addi-
tional $1 million that had not been
spent. The gentleman has proposed
that we spend it in veterans’ medical
care. I cannot think of a better place to
put this found money, so we will accept
the amendment.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH). I thank the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN), the ranking member, and
maybe the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY); and I can use it on the
45th Street Veterans Administration
Building.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS)?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,

I move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I rise today in order

to take time, because apparently I will
again not have the opportunity, to
speak on a matter of very, very critical
importance to many of my constitu-
ents, and to constituents all across the
country. We have tried for many years
to have the Congress act on a par-
ticular measure of importance to our
Nation’s honor.

Before the war, my colleagues will
recall that the Philippine Islands were
a United States protectorate, a posses-
sion. It had been in this status for 42
years. When the war came about, Presi-
dent Roosevelt issued a military order
on July 26, 1941, in which he invited the
citizens of the Philippines to enlist in
the Army and to join forces with the
United States to fight the enemy.
Nearly 200,000 Filipinos responded
without hesitation to defend their
homeland and to defend the flag of the
United States.

From 1941 to 1945, thousands of Fili-
pino soldiers fought alongside Amer-
ican soldiers. They fought in every
major battle in that area. They en-
dured years of captivity as prisoners.
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They lost their lives defending our val-
ues and our sense of freedom.

Based upon the promises made to
them by the United States Govern-
ment, these veterans expected when
the war ended that they would be
treated the same as all other veterans
of World War II. General McArthur re-
affirmed that they would be treated
like all other veterans.

Inexplicably, in 1946 the Congress
broke that promise to the Filipino vet-
erans by revoking their full benefits by
passing Public Law 70–301. It is this act
of Congress that we have been seeking
for years to overturn. We have taken a
few measured steps forward, but I rise
today to call attention to this issue,
because we should have included $30
million to provide for the health care
of these veterans. That is the least
that they are entitled to.

So I would hope that in the course of
consideration of this bill and others
like it in this House and in our respec-
tive committees, that we will find it
possible to accord these few thousand
Filipino World War II veterans, who
are still surviving, the benefits that
they are entitled to have as veterans
who fought with our American vet-
erans in the World War II battlefields.

b 1800

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the as-
sistance of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH), the chairman, over
the past months and years to address
what has become an important and di-
visive area in our district, and that is
our national environmental policy on
contaminated sediments and, specifi-
cally, EPA’s policy on contaminated
sediments in the Hudson River.

By now, many in Washington and
throughout the East Coast have heard
of this controversy. I happen to rep-
resent the district in which the pro-
posed 40 miles of dredging would occur.

Let us remember, Mr. Chairman, the
EPA, in the closing months of the Clin-
ton administration, proposed a massive
environmental dredging project that
would drastically affect both the ecol-
ogy of the Upper Hudson River and the
economies of the communities along
its banks. This is a decision that the
vast majority of the people in the com-
munities that I represent, who are di-
rectly impacted, are rightly concerned
about and concerned about the long-
term impacts of any project and the
scientific basis for it.

As it is, for the past several years the
committee report has directed the EPA
with respect to its policies on contami-
nated sediments. Specifically, the com-
mittee report states, ‘‘For fiscal years
1999 through 2001, the Congress in-
cluded specific direction to EPA re-
garding the Agency’s ordering of dredg-
ing or other invasive sediment remedi-
ation technologies pending the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences’ comple-
tion of a study intended to address
dredging, capping, source control, nat-

ural recovery, and disposal of contami-
nated sediment, and comparing the
risks of each technology.

‘‘The committee notes that this
study has been completed and pub-
lished, and to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, expects the Agency to adopt as
part of its own sediment remediation
strategies those guidelines as presented
in the Academy report.’’

Mr. Chairman, it is critical. It is
critically important that the EPA fol-
low this direction and implement the
NAS recommendations, which were
highly critical of community outreach
efforts with respect to its review of the
Hudson River PCB contamination.

In fact, the NAS found the EPA com-
munity involvement process in the
Hudson to be a failure. Mr. Chairman,
with EPA’s cooperation, the NAS rec-
ommendations will inject sound
science into a policy on the Hudson
River that has unfortunately been driv-
en by other agendas.

I want to remind everyone looking at
this issue why I am concerned about
the EPA’s dredging and landfilling pro-
posals.

As background, the Hudson Valley
residents, having twice now been lied
to or misled by the EPA, are under-
standably concerned about the impact
of the largest environmental dredging
project in history on the ecology of the
river and the negative impacts on the
region’s economy.

First, in 1997, the EPA was forced to
reveal that it was conducting secret
studies on the Hudson Valley farmland
for siting of PCB landfills, after many
months of deliberately deceiving the
public as to the existence of those stud-
ies. They were looking, Mr. Chairman,
effectively, by virtue of eminent do-
main proceedings, to take the valuable
farmlands, the property, the homes of
the residents that I represent.

After this revelation and subsequent
congressional hearings, EPA officials
committed to prevent this type of pub-
lic deception from ever happening
again.

Sadly, and secondly, questions con-
tinue to exist on the logistics of han-
dling and disposing of 100,000 truck-
loads, 100,000 truckloads, of PCB-con-
taminated sediment and the disruption
it would bring to the river.

When the EPA released its report and
proposed remediation plan for the
Upper Hudson on December 12, 2000, Ad-
ministrator Carol Browner and other
EPA officials broadly discussed the
possibility of siting two hazardous
waste dewatering facilities at Moreau
and Albany, New York. EPA officials
flatly denied that the EPA had gone far
enough to propose additional sites for
such handling facilities.

On February 5 of this year, respond-
ing to a Freedom of Information re-
quest by CEASE, a local grassroots or-
ganization, the EPA was forced to re-
lease an internal memo identifying 12
such sites that the EPA was looking at
to create those facilities.

Mr. Chairman, it seems that, on the
issues most sensitive to local residents

in this particular incident, the EPA’s
history indicates that its preferred pol-
icy is to hide from the public. This is a
serious problem. It is important for my
constituents in the 22nd Congressional
District, and I think for all New York-
ers, to have confidence that the NAS
scientific recommendations are prop-
erly considered.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD an editorial from today’s Jour-
nal News located in downstate West-
chester County, New York, that points
out that ‘‘dredging would cause short-
term elevations of PCB levels
downriver. . . . It would damage
marshlands, which might not be able to
recover. And it might not, after all,
thoroughly clean PCBs from the riv-
erbed.

‘‘With that much doubt still lin-
gering about the safety and effective-
ness of wholesale dredging, a limited
approach sounds more like sensible
prudence than a sellout.’’

Mr. Chairman, again I want to thank
the gentleman from New York (Chair-
man WALSH) for his effort; and I would
ask that all Members look at this
issue.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to also draw
the attention of the Members of this
House to the Hudson River Superfund
site. The Hudson River Superfund site
is the largest Superfund site in the Na-
tion. It runs for about 150 miles, from
the Battery to the Federal dam at
Troy.

It is a Federal Superfund site and a
State Superfund site, for that matter,
in New York because of the fact that
the General Electric Company, over a
period of several decades, dumped hun-
dreds of tons of polychlorinated
biphenyls into the Upper Hudson River
above that dam. Most of these PCBs
are now still concentrated in so-called
hot spots or concentrations of PCBs in
this location around Fort Edward and a
number of other localities up above
that dam.

This site is a hazardous waste site be-
cause PCBs are extraordinarily toxic.
They are toxic in the sense that they
are known to be cancerous in animals,
and they are suspected to be and some
would say known to be cancerous in
humans, as well.

PCBs cause cancer. They also attack
the endocrine system. That is the nat-
ural defense system of the body. It pro-
tects us against the invasion of disease.
That endocrine system is attacked by
PCBs. It makes it much more difficult
for people to defend themselves against
ailments and causes a whole array of
sicknesses to exist in bodies that are
exposed to these very toxic chemicals.

Furthermore, PCBs attack the devel-
opmental system, and they are known
to cause low birthweight babies and to
cause a deterioration in the intellec-
tual ability of infants as the mothers
have been exposed to PCBs. So, Mr.
Chairman, that is just a given indica-
tion of the seriousness of this question.
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For several decades, going back to in

fact the late 1970s, both the State of
New York and the Federal Government
have examined this question. Over a
period of time they have attempted to
develop a solution for it. At no time,
except within the last 8 years, has this
been done in a very serious way.

However, over the course of the last
8 years, and particularly within the
last 6 years, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency has developed a plan to re-
mediate much of the PCBs from the
Hudson River in order to protect peo-
ple, particularly those located up in
the upper river but also those people
who live in the lower river, from the
damage that is caused by the presence
of these PCBs in the river.

Let me say parenthetically, that
damage, of course, has resounded
throughout the ecological system of
the Hudson River. Every form of life,
from the tiniest biota to the largest
animals at the top of the food chain,
are affected with these PCBs; and any-
one who eats any of the animals out of
the river, any of the fish, chemicals,
anything that comes out of the river,
absorbs quantities of PCBs into their
body.

The PCBs concentrate in the fatty
tissues within the body. Those PCBs
concentrated in the fatty tissues are
passed on to infants by the lactating
mothers of those infants, again giving
an indication of the seriousness of this
particular problem.

The EPA now has developed a plan to
deal with this issue. That plan is to
dredge the concentrations of PCBs, re-
move them from the river, and reduce
very substantially the level of this
problem and the damage it is causing
to the environment and to human
health.

Now, however, we receive indications
from the new EPA in a new administra-
tion that once again we may be facing
inordinate and irresponsible, uncon-
scionable and unexplainable delays. It
seems, it is rumored, that this EPA,
under this new administrator in this
new administration, is not going to fol-
low through on the carefully developed
plan formulated by the Clinton admin-
istration EPA, formulated by the sci-
entists within the EPA, peer-reviewed
by scientists outside of the EPA, and
found to be sound in virtually every de-
tail.

In spite of all that, this EPA under
this administration, with this adminis-
trator, is backing away from the plan,
we are told. How ironic that is when
one considers that this EPA adminis-
trator, when she was the Governor of
the State of New Jersey, repeatedly is
on record saying that she favored
dredging the PCBs out of the river.
Now, apparently, she may be taking a
different tune, apparently at the direc-
tion of the White House.

I hope that that is not the case. This
is a serious problem, and it needs to be
addressed intelligently and seriously.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage in a
colloquy with the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) for his leadership on the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies in putting together
this bill.

As a scientist, I am especially heart-
ened by the funding increase provided
for the National Science Foundation.
This bill funds NSF at $4.8 billion,
which is a 9 percent increase, $414 mil-
lion over the fiscal 2001 funding level.

By approving this funding increase
for NSF, we in the House make clear
our understanding that the type of
basic research in science and engineer-
ing that is supported by NSF is vital,
not only to our Nation’s continued eco-
nomic leadership, but to continued in-
creases in our standard of living and,
indeed, to the sustainability of that
standard of living.

In recent years we in Congress have
been committed to doubling the budget
of the National Institutes of Health by
2003. We are justifiably proud of that
effort.

At the same time, we must also be
aware that advances in the physical
sciences, mathematics, computer
science, and engineering are funda-
mental to the developments in medi-
cine.

To give an example, the move to dou-
ble the NIH budget is motivated large-
ly by the desire to cure cancer, among
other serious diseases. However, many
of the tools used to diagnose and treat
cancer, among them x-rays, MRIs, CAT
scans, and radiation treatments, come
from the world of physics.

Just yesterday I spoke to a research
physician who pointed out that much
of his research today would have been
impossible just 15 years ago. The ad-
vanced tools that are now crucial to
his work were developed just recently
from work done in physics.

We in Congress should have the goal
of doubling the budget of NSF over the
next 5 years through 15 percent annual
increases. Overall, scientific and tech-
nical progress requires a balance be-
tween all of the sciences, which re-
quires that funding for NSF keep pace
with the funding for NIH.

I applaud the chairman and his sub-
committee for recognizing that fact by
providing this substantial and well-jus-
tified funding increase for NSF in this
bill.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EHLERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for his remarks and for
his leadership on all science issues in
the House and for being a strong advo-
cate for science.

The subcommittee is acutely aware
of the need for vigorous basic research
effort in this country, which starts
with the work of the National Science
Foundation. Too often we overlook the

importance of basic research in the
sciences and in engineering also be-
cause its results are not always imme-
diately applicable to tangible products.
Breakthroughs in medical research, on
the other hand, are more easily under-
stood.

I would like to echo the gentleman
from Michigan in saying that we would
do well to recognize the diversity of
scientific endeavors that contribute to
medical advances. I find it telling that
the recent very noteworthy success of
the human genome project, for exam-
ple, was built on cutting-edge research
in computer science, chemistry and
other subjects of the kind supported by
NSF.

If the resources were available to us,
the subcommittee would support an
even greater increase in NSF funding
than the 9 percent increase over fiscal
year 2001 that is in the bill. We feel,
nevertheless, that the increase is a
strong start in guaranteeing that our
Nation remains preeminent in basic re-
search for years to come.

Mr. EHLERS. I thank the gentleman,
Mr. Chairman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. CARSON OF
INDIANA

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. CARSON of Indi-

ana:
In title I, in the paragraph relating to

‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MED-
ICAL CARE’’, after the aggregate dollar
amount insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$16,200,000)’’.

In title I, in the paragraph relating to ‘‘DE-
PARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION—OFFICE OF IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL’’, after the aggregate dol-
lar amount insert the following: ‘‘(increased
by $16,200,000)’’.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment provides addi-
tional funds to the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs Office of the Inspector
General, and it will reap a manyfold re-
turn in cost savings and result in a
greatly improved quality of health care
for American veterans.

The Department of Veterans Affairs
is the second largest executive branch
agency. Yet this behemoth is mon-
itored by an Office of Inspector General
staffed at one of the lowest levels
among all 29 statutory Inspector Gen-
erals when Inspector General staffing
is compared to total agency employ-
ment.
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The VA IG has a staff of 365 nation-
wide. If the VA office of the IG was
staffed at just the average ratio among
the 29 statutory Inspectors General,
the staff would be 4,000 full-time em-
ployees. My amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, would provide funding for an ad-
ditional 110 full-time staff on the IG’s
team and permit an acceleration of the
IG’s facility assessment program from
its current 6-year cycle to a more rea-
sonable 3-year cycle.

A migration from the 6-year cycle to
the 3-year cycle would enhance the IG’s
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ability to determine the root causes of
departmental management inefficien-
cies. With proactive oversight, the VA
Office of the Inspector General can
identify tremendous cost savings meas-
ures and assure that taxpayers’ dollars
are put to their best use. In the end,
this will provide for smarter manage-
ment, greater cost savings, and, most
importantly, better, more accessible
health care for our veterans. An accel-
erated proactive assessment cycle
would likely yield savings or redirect
funds to better use in the billion dollar
range.

In fiscal year 2000, the VA OIG
staffed 369 positions at a cost of $45
million and was able to demonstrate
solid performance results, including 338
arrests, 280 indictments, 247 convic-
tions, 496 administrative sanctions,
$302 million in funds put to better use,
$11.4 million in dollar recoveries, and
$13.8 million in fines, penalties, restitu-
tion and civil judgments. These savings
were realized under the 6-year assess-
ment cycle, and a 3-year cycle would do
so very much more.

Mr. Chairman, let me assure my col-
leagues that I have long fought and
continue to fight for the enhancement
of medical benefits for veterans. As we
consider adopting this amendment, I
assure all of my colleagues that, as the
ranking minority member on the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tion of the Committee on Veterans Af-
fairs, I consider this a true value of ef-
fective oversight, and I ask for their
support of this amendment. It is cost
effective.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am a little surprised,
quite frankly, at this amendment. I
fully expected there would be more
amendments adding additional funds to
the already precious dollars that are in
VA medical care, but this amendment
would take $16 million out of veterans
medical care. This is money that goes
toward surgical procedures, towards
pharmaceutical drugs, towards nurses
and doctors, heat and lights, and run-
ning these facilities. To hand over
these funds to the Inspector General’s
office, to me, just does not make good
sense. So I strongly oppose the amend-
ment.

We have already provided the Inspec-
tor General with an increase of $6 mil-
lion over last year, a 15 percent in-
crease from in their fiscal year 2001
budget. It is also a $4 million increase
over this year’s budget submission.
This amendment would result in close
to a 50 percent increase in the budget.
I suspect the Inspector General could
not handle that much money, they
could not put that many people on, and
this money is dearly needed for vet-
erans medical care. I would hate to
jeopardize the health of our veterans
by reducing this already substantial
but certainly dear amount of money.

So I rise in strong opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any further
debate on the amendment?

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to address the
Committee for 2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.
Ms. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-

spect very much the gentleman’s argu-
ment in terms of the amendment that
I offered, and I realize that on its face
it does probably raise red herrings in
terms of what I am doing; that I may
be taking away medical benefits from
veterans in favor of the Inspector Gen-
eral. But as I indicated in my opening
remarks, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment is cost effective and it will allow
the expansion of Inspectors General to
generate more money for the Veterans
Administration.

I would like to suggest, Mr. Chair-
man, that we engage in further dia-
logue with the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs and see if
we cannot work out this situation in
terms of advancing the idea that I have
here in terms of trying to help the Vet-
erans Administration.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. CARSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. If the gentlewoman
would be prepared to withdraw the
amendment, we would be happy to sit
down and discuss this with her at
length, and with the authorizing com-
mittee, to see if we can address her
concerns.

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, since
the gentleman has offered that, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MEDICAL CARE COLLECTIONS FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Amounts deposited during the current fis-
cal year in the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Care Collections Fund under
section 1729A of title 38, United States Code,
shall be transferred to ‘‘Medical care’’, to re-
main available until expended.

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For necessary expenses in carrying out
programs of medical and prosthetic research
and development as authorized by 38 U.S.C.
chapter 73, to remain available for obligation
until September 30, 2003, $371,000,000, plus re-
imbursements.
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. GUTIER-
REZ:

In title I, in the paragraph under the head-
ing ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—
MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH’’, after

the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $24,000,000)’’.

In title III, under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION—
HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT’’, after the dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$24,000,000)’’.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to engage in a colloquy with
the Republican manager, the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH), and the
Democratic manager, my colleague,
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN).

First, I would like to recognize both
the chairman and the ranking minority
member for their continued support for
medical and prosthetic research in the
Veterans Health Administration. It is
in great measure due to their support
and commitment that this bill has
come to the floor with approximately
$20 million more than had been ini-
tially programmed for prosthetic re-
search.

Dating back to the spring, when I
first contacted them and their col-
leagues in the Committee on Appro-
priations, urging them to take the nec-
essary step that we began last year
when the chairman similarly approved
my amendment to raise the funding of
this very program, they have once
again responded affirmatively to my
request that we increase the funding
for this extremely important research
program.

Secondly, I would like to emphasize
that this increase will assist the VA re-
search program in achieving the sta-
bility necessary for successful re-
search, one that can eventually achieve
its full potential for finding cures and
treatments for many chronic and ter-
rible diseases. The VA research pro-
gram is uniquely positioned to advance
diagnosis and treatment for conditions
that particularly affect veterans, in-
cluding prostate cancer, diabetes, heart
disease, Parkinson’s disease, mental
illnesses, spinal cord injury, and aging-
related diseases. But I remind my col-
leagues that, ultimately, our Nation as
a whole is the beneficiary of research
conducted by the VA.

Mr. Chairman, this generous increase
would not have been possible without
the complete support of the chairman
and the ranking member. I believe in
their commitment to this program and
trust they will work with the Senate in
conference to secure up to the $391 mil-
lion for this program. I wish to note
that our colleagues in the Senate have
provided a $40 million increase for this
deserving program. I ask the chairman
and the valued ranking member for
their commitment to work with their
Senate counterparts during conference
to achieve the highest possible funding
for the VA medical and prosthetic re-
search program.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I would

like to thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois for his advocacy in this area. The
bill provides $20 million over last
year’s funding level for VA research,
plus $30 million in construction funds
specifically for research facility reha-
bilitation.

Because the Senate has provided a
higher funding level for VA research in
their bill, this account will be an issue
in conference; and we will take into ac-
count the views and concerns of the
gentleman from Illinois and the other
Members who have expressed an inter-
est in increasing funding for this im-
portant account as we move forward.

I thank the gentleman for his will-
ingness to withdraw his amendment.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the gentleman for
bringing this issue to the attention of
the full House, and I want the gen-
tleman to know that it is certainly
high on the priority list for the chair-
man. He added $10 million in this ac-
count during the full committee, and
we have just heard him express his real
support for taking a strong look at it
during conference.

I commend the gentleman for bring-
ing it to our attention, and I under-
stand he is going to withdraw his
amendment, but I just want to assure
him that both sides of the aisle are
supportive and will support him in con-
ference.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank both gentlemen for all their
work on this issue, and I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw my amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
Are there any further amendments to

this paragraph?
If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses in the administra-
tion of the medical, hospital, nursing home,
domiciliary, construction, supply, and re-
search activities, as authorized by law; ad-
ministrative expenses in support of capital
policy activities, $66,731,000, plus reimburse-
ments: Provided, That technical and con-
sulting services offered by the Facilities
Management Field Service, including project
management and real property administra-
tion (including leases, site acquisition and
disposal activities directly supporting
projects), shall be provided to Department of
Veterans Affairs components only on a reim-
bursable basis.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary operating expenses of the
Department of Veterans Affairs, not other-
wise provided for, including administrative
expenses in support of Department-wide cap-

ital planning, management and policy activi-
ties, uniforms or allowances therefor; not to
exceed $25,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; and reimbursement of the
General Services Administration for security
guard services, and the Department of De-
fense for the cost of overseas employee mail,
$1,195,728,000: Provided, That expenses for
services and assistance authorized under 38
U.S.C. 3104(a)(1), (2), (5) and (11) that the Sec-
retary determines are necessary to enable
entitled veterans (1) to the maximum extent
feasible, to become employable and to obtain
and maintain suitable employment; or (2) to
achieve maximum independence in daily liv-
ing, shall be charged to this account: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds made avail-
able under this heading, not to exceed
$60,000,000 shall be available for obligation
until September 30, 2003: Provided further,
That from the funds made available under
this heading, the Veterans Benefits Adminis-
tration may purchase up to four passenger
motor vehicles for use in operations of that
Administration in Manila, Philippines: Pro-
vided further, That travel expenses for this
account shall not exceed $15,665,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FOLEY:
In title I, in the paragraph relating to ‘‘DE-

PARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION—GENERAL OP-
ERATING EXPENSES’’, after the aggregate dol-
lar amount insert the following: ‘‘(increased
by $25,000,000)’’.

In title III, in the paragraph relating to
‘‘NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION—RESEARCH
AND RELATED ACTIVITIES’’, after the aggre-
gate dollar amount insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $92,000,000)’’.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleagues know, the veterans benefits
claim process in this country is a dis-
aster. This disaster is not the fault of
the dedicated employees of the VA or
Mr. Anthony Principi, the new Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, but rather
the bulk of the blame lies with the
years of neglect and lack of planning
AND foresight.

When a typical veteran in my State
has to wait an average of 171 days to
get a response to a claim, no one can
doubt that we have a serious problem.
Would any of us expect to wait 171 days
after filing a medical claim with our
insurer before actually getting the
check in the mail? No one would. No
American would wait. Yet this is ex-
actly what our national veterans have
to face every time they file a benefit
claim with the Veterans Administra-
tion.

What is worse is that, according to
the administration’s own budget, that
170-day wait may well exceed 270 days
this year. That 100-day increase in the
claims turnaround time is estimated
by the administration even after the
good chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH), has increased
by a $128 million earmark in this bill to
alleviate that problem. In fact, re-
cently, in our supplemental bill, and I
commend the gentleman from New
York for aggressively pursuing this
problem, he provided another $19 mil-
lion. So we are making progress.

But let no one be mistaken, this is a
crisis. Veterans in my State and across

the country sometimes die before their
health or other benefit claims can be
processed.
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These claims stem from veterans who
feel they have been unjustly denied the
benefits they are entitled to and de-
serve. For example, my State of Flor-
ida has only one processing facility
currently operating with a 24,000 case
backlog. The second largest State in
the Union with veterans residing in the
State and only one processing facility.

My amendment will add $25 million
to the VA general operating expense
account for the express purpose of hir-
ing and training additional claims
processors. The increase would be off-
set by a similar amount from the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s $3.6 billion
research account which the VA–HUD
appropriations bill, and I will add, has
generously increased over last year’s
level by $292 million.

The amendment is not aimed at less-
ening the good that the National
Science Foundation does. But our rules
require offsets, and this becomes a
matter of priorities.

The Foley amendment uses the
NSF’s polar and antarctic research ac-
counts as an offset. The base bill rec-
ommends $3.6 billion for National
Science Foundation research next year,
an increase of over $300 million. Taking
$25 million from the NSF’s already in-
creased account is far less significant
than the additional claims processors
that the VA could hire with this addi-
tional funding.

This is a meaningful amendment
which will make a significant dent in
the turnaround time for claims proc-
essing. This is a nationwide problem,
one that Secretary Principi and I have
talked about. He has personally stated
this is his primary goal of fixing as new
head of the VA. Let us give him the
funding he needs.

The amendment is about priorities.
One of the highest priorities should be
taking care of those who fought the
wars for us. Yes, these are interesting
times, and these are aggressive bills
which I believe seek to solve a lot of
our country’s problems. But at a time
when our Vietnam vets and Korean
vets and World War II vets and Desert
Storm vets are being told to wait, we
are increasing by $300 million monies
in accounts that probably could take a
little bit of a reduction in order to sat-
isfy and help those who have sacrificed.

Again, focus on where the amount of
money comes from, the NSF’s polar
and antarctic research accounts as off-
sets.

I again thank the chairman and I do
want to underscore the fact that his
committee and his chairmanship has
brought a lot of great benefits to vet-
erans. I know help is on the way in a
number of these other areas, but I
would urge Congress to accept my
amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to

the amendment. I would remind my
good friend and colleague from Florida
that we are spending over $51 billion in
the veterans’ accounts this year. The
entire science budget for the National
Science Foundation is under $5 billion.
That is a ten to one ratio. Obviously,
one can see where our priorities are.
They are on our veterans, on providing
for their benefits, on providing for
their health care, on providing for the
administration that is a very impor-
tant and significant portion of the Fed-
eral budget.

Fifty billion for veterans, less than 5
billion for research. We all know how
important research is to the future of
all Americans, including our veterans.
Make no mistake about it, the invest-
ment that we are making in the Na-
tional Science Foundation will resound
also to the veterans as it will with all
members of the American society. Be-
sides, we have already increased this
account by almost $146 million, the
President’s request.

For the benefits administration alone
we provided just under $1 billion, $955
million. We funded this bill at the
President’s request which was an in-
crease of $129 million over last year;
$148 million if we consider the supple-
mental funding we passed last week.

We have fully funded the VA’s plan
to hire 400 claims processors, con-
tinuing our commitment to improve
the claims situation as we provided
funds for 400 new claims processors just
last year.

This is Secretary Principi’s highest
priority. He is focused on this. He is
asking for resources. He has a plan. Let
us let him implement that plan.

The VA cannot hire more people at
this point. More money will not trans-
late to more people. The budget re-
quest for NSF’s request by the Presi-
dent was barely a 1 percent increase.
We are doubling the National Insti-
tutes of Health. It does not make sense
to double the National Institutes of
Health without making dramatic in-
creases also in the National Science
Foundation. It is the basic science, the
math, the physics that makes all of
this possible, all of this research pos-
sible.

So we needed to make that increase,
and we did. The subcommittee stepped
up to the plate and provided a 9 percent
increase. The amendment of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) would
cut nearly one-third of our increase out
of that budget, a situation which I be-
lieve is absolutely the wrong thing to
do.

The Nation’s economy depends on the
research conducted through NSF. I
strongly oppose this amendment. These
funds coming out of NSF will hurt the
veteran just as much as if we cut them
out of their own budget.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. The bad news is the

gentleman states the problem cor-
rectly, that there are large delays
waiting for these medical claims to be
processed, to be considered. The good
news, however, is that the chairman
addressed the issue in this bill. It is
contained in this bill.

The gentleman said let us give the
Secretary the funding he needs. Well,
the chairman gave him the funding he
asked for, which I assume is the fund-
ing he needs. The President’s request
was fully funded at $146 million, a $146
million increase.

I think the gentleman should be
pleased with the treatment of this
problem in the bill, and it is being ad-
dressed aggressively last year with an
increase of 400 new employees on task
and 400 will be added as a result of this
bill.

The offset the gentleman proposes is
absolutely terrible. We have been
working very hard during the last sev-
eral years to increase NSF’s funding.
The gentleman takes it from the NSF
increase and, by my computations, he
is taking $92 million, which is about a
third of the increase that we are pro-
viding for NSF.

So, on the one hand, I think the gen-
tleman raises a legitimate concern. It
is being addressed in the bill, however;
and he should be pleased with that. On
the other hand, where he is taking the
money it is particularly difficult be-
cause that is an account that we are
trying to increase. It is very meri-
torious to increase, and the cut he
takes from that is really a horrendous
cut that would be taken to NSF.

Mr. Chairman, I urge opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise with some reluc-
tance to oppose this amendment, and
the reluctance is that it is offered by
my good friend the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY). The gentleman is
engaged in a noble cause, but I will op-
pose it precisely for the reason that
has been specified before this evening:
This amendment would decimate the
National Science Foundation’s budget,
particularly in the area of polar re-
search and the Antarctic.

We discussed just a few moments ago
the work of the National Science Foun-
dation and how necessary it is to fund
it at a level to keep pace with the fund-
ing at the National Institutes of
Health, because so much of the work at
the NSF is related to the work of the
NIH in its battle to fight various dis-
eases such as cancer, diabetes and the
many other diseases that they are en-
gaged in fighting.

In addition, the National Science
Foundation is engaged in many other
areas of research. In regard to the
polar and Antarctic research which the
gentleman from Florida seeks to cut, it
is a unique research program that
tackles many problems which cannot
be tackled anywhere else in the world.
For example, these research funds re-

sulted in the first discovery of the
ozone hole, which alerted our whole
planet to the need to do something
about chlorofluorocarbons and led to
measures in both industry and govern-
ment to end our very large use of
chlorofluorocarbons; as a result we are
beginning to see a shrinking of the
ozone hole.

In addition, because of the unique po-
sition at the pole, this is an ideal spot
for astronomy. From that position
many stars can be viewed that cannot
be seen well from other areas of our
planet.

The amount that the gentleman is
proposing to take out of this research
budget is approximately one-third of
the budget allocated for that work.
That is a severe cut. We discussed ear-
lier the small amount of the increase
in the NSF budget compared to the
NIH budget and discussed the need to
seek a doubling of the NSF budget. We
are not even close to doing that this
year.

If we take even more money out, it
would be a serious blow to the budget
of the NSF and to the scientific work
that is carried out at the National
Science Foundation. All of us value
that research and benefit from it very,
very directly. If I had the time, I could
spend an hour pointing out all of the
benefits derived from the funds spent
on the basic research done by the Na-
tional Science Foundation.

For these reasons, I urge that we
vote ‘‘no’’ on this particular amend-
ment. I urge even more strongly that
the sponsor withdraw the amendment.
I think his effort to help veterans is
noble, but his funding proposal would
cause inestimable damage to the Na-
tional Science Foundation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the gentleman
from Florida to withdraw his amend-
ment so we do not engage in a vote
which could be detrimental to the Na-
tional Science Foundation.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment. The gen-
tleman from Florida proposes to reduce re-
search funding for the National Science Foun-
dation (NSF) by $92 million and funding for
the Department of Veteran Administration’s
(VA) General Operating Expenses account by
$25 million.

For fiscal year 2002, this appropriations bill
adds $4.3 billion to VA’s fiscal year 2001
budget of $47 billion, and increase of over 9.2
percent. That $4.3 billion increase is nearly
equal to NSF’s entire budget. To this increase,
the gentleman wishes to add $25 million by
taking $92 million from NSF’s significantly
smaller appropriation.

Each year when the VA/HUD bill comes to
the floor, amendments are offered that would
strip NSF of funding to pay for other pro-
grams—some worthy, others not. I believe that
this practice is shortsighted. This House has
continually recognized the important role NSF
and basic research have played in our Na-
tion’s economic and technological develop-
ment.

NSF is the government’s premier science
agency. It supports cutting-edge research to
answer fundamental questions within and
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across scientific disciplines. This research has
helped fuel new industries and jobs that have
propelled economic prosperity and changed
the way we live.

Maintaining the Nation’s leadership in
science will require keeping open the pipeline
of new ideas and innovations that flow from
fundamental research. NSF is the Federal
Government’s only agency dedicated to the
support of education and fundamental re-
search in all scientific disciplines, from physics
and math to anthropology and zoology. To-
day’s NSF-led research in nanotechnology,
advanced materials, biotechnology, and infor-
mation technology are laying the groundwork
for the technologies of the future, and in the
process training the scientists, engineers, and
technology entrepreneurs of tomorrow.

While I agree with the Gentleman on the
need to reduce the backlog of VA benefits
claims, I do not think that cutting the funding
of the Nation’s premier science agency is the
way to do this. Therefore, I oppose this
amendment and urge my colleagues to op-
pose it as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida will be postponed.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
my friend, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH), in a colloquy re-
garding funding for Hispanic-Serving
Institutions, known as HSI’s, under the
National Science Foundation Edu-
cation and Human Resources Program.

There are over 200 HSI’s throughout
this country that are enrolling an ever-
increasing number of Hispanic college
students. Hispanics are now the second
largest minority in the United States.
Many of these students are the first
generation Americans in their family
to attend colleges or universities. We
need to encourage them to complete
their education and to enter fields like
math, science and engineering, where
our country is experiencing a severe
shortage.

The National Science Foundation is
charged with the responsibility of im-
proving math, science and engineering
education across the country. To do
this, NSF provides several competitive
grant programs for which schools can
apply to train teachers, students and
improve the quality of their math,
science, engineering and technology
programs. Past authorization language
has required the NSF to target under-
represented populations. However, to
date, Hispanic-Serving Institutions
have received less than 2 percent of the
grant funding available.

Mr. Chairman, does the appropria-
tions subcommittee chairman agree
that the NSF should be targeting
under-represented populations such as
the HSIs?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HINOJOSA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, first, let
me thank the gentleman from Texas
for bringing up this important issue.

As the gentleman knows, we have
made every effort to increase the budg-
et for the National Science Foundation
to the highest level possible and spread
those funds as broadly as possible
among programs throughout the Foun-
dation. In this context, the sub-
committee has placed great emphasis
on providing additional dollars for sev-
eral programs emphasizing math,
science and engineering education.

Generally speaking, we in the Foun-
dation should do all that can be done
to promote these programs at all edu-
cational institutions, but I certainly
agree with the gentleman that a spe-
cial effort should be made to target mi-
nority-serving institutions and in par-
ticular Hispanic-Serving Institutions
for enhancement of these important
programs.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Will the chairman
work with me and the leadership of the
Congressional Hispanic Caucus to de-
velop report language urging the Na-
tional Science Foundation to do more
aggressive outreach and grant solicita-
tion amongst HSIs so that more of
them can improve their math and
science programs to better educate His-
panic students?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I will be
glad to work with the gentleman from
Texas and his Congressional Hispanic
Caucus to find ways to make the grant
programs funded under this bill more
accessible to HSI’s and to encourage
the National Science Foundation to
work to increase the number of HSI’s
participating in its grant programs.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH); and I thank the ranking
member, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

b 1845

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the National
Cemetery Administration for operations and
maintenance, not otherwise provided for, in-
cluding uniforms or allowances therefor;
cemeterial expenses as authorized by law;
purchase of one passenger motor vehicle for
use in cemeterial operations; and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, $121,169,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended,
$52,308,000.

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending and
improving any of the facilities under the ju-
risdiction or for the use of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, or for any of the purposes
set forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103,
8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38,
United States Code, including planning, ar-

chitectural and engineering services, main-
tenance or guarantee period services costs
associated with equipment guarantees pro-
vided under the project, services of claims
analysts, offsite utility and storm drainage
system construction costs, and site acquisi-
tion, where the estimated cost of a project is
$4,000,000 or more or where funds for a
project were made available in a previous
major project appropriation, $183,180,000, to
remain available until expended, of which
not to exceed $20,000,000 shall be for costs as-
sociated with land acquisitions for national
cemeteries in the vicinity of Sacramento,
California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and
Detroit, Michigan: Provided, That except for
advance planning activities, including needs
assessments which may or may not lead to
capital investments, and other capital asset
management related activities, such as port-
folio development and management activi-
ties, and investment strategy studies funded
through the advance planning fund and the
planning and design activities funded
through the design fund and CARES funds,
including needs assessments which may or
may not lead to capital investments, none of
the funds appropriated under this heading
shall be used for any project which has not
been approved by the Congress in the budg-
etary process: Provided further, That funds
provided in this appropriation for fiscal year
2002, for each approved project shall be obli-
gated: (1) by the awarding of a construction
documents contract by September 30, 2002;
and (2) by the awarding of a construction
contract by September 30, 2003: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
shall promptly report in writing to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations any approved
major construction project for which obliga-
tions are not incurred within the time limi-
tations established under the preceeding pro-
viso: Provided further, That no funds from
any other account except the ‘‘Parking re-
volving fund’’, may be obligated for con-
structing, altering, extending, or improving
a project which was approved in the budget
process and funded in this account until one
year after substantial completion and bene-
ficial occupancy by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs of the project or any part
thereof with respect to that part only.

FACILITY REHABILITATION FUND

For altering, improving, or rehabilitating
facilities under the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, $300,000,000 to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That of the funds made available under this
heading $30,000,000 shall be only for projects
authorized pursuant to section 2(b)(5) of H.R.
811 as passed by the House of Representa-
tives on March 27, 2001; and $270,000,000 shall
be only for projects achieving the purposes
authorized in sections 2(c)(1), (2), and (3) of
H.R. 811 as passed by the House of Represent-
atives on March 27, 2001: Provided further,
That none of the funds under this heading
may be used for the construction of a new
building unless a credible assessment, ap-
proved by the Secretary, demonstrates new
construction would be more cost-effective
than rehabilitating the existing building.

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending, and
improving any of the facilities under the ju-
risdiction or for the use of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, including planning and as-
sessments of needs which may lead to capital
investments, architectural and engineering
services, maintenance or guarantee period
services costs associated with equipment
guarantees provided under the project, serv-
ices of claims analysts, offsite utility and
storm drainage system construction costs,
and site acquisition, or for any of the pur-
poses set forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102,
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8103, 8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, 8122, and 8162 of
title 38, United States Code, where the esti-
mated cost of a project is less than $4,000,000,
$178,900,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, along with unobligated balances of
previous ‘‘Construction, minor projects’’ ap-
propriations which are hereby made avail-
able for any project where the estimated cost
is less than $4,000,000, of which $25,000,000
shall be for Capital Asset Realignment for
Enhanced Services (CARES) activities: Pro-
vided, That from amounts appropriated
under this heading, additional amounts may
be used for CARES activities upon notifica-
tion of and approval by the Committees on
Appropriations: Provided further, That funds
in this account shall be available for: (1) re-
pairs to any of the nonmedical facilities
under the jurisdiction or for the use of the
department which are necessary because of
loss or damage caused by any natural dis-
aster or catastrophe; and (2) temporary
measures necessary to prevent or to mini-
mize further loss by such causes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the
HUD/VA Appropriation bill. I want to
commend the chairman of the sub-
committee Mr. WALSH and ranking
democrat Alan Molhan on the funding
levels provided for veterans programs
by the bill.

This bill provides a 16 percent in-
crease in funds for the Veterans Bene-
fits Administration. VA Secretary
Principi proposes to use these funds to
hire and train 900 additional employees
to address the increased workload in
the disability and education claims
areas. The increased workload is a re-
sult of an increased number of claims
and legislative changes to the adju-
dication process. Addressing this back-
log is an urgent task which the Sec-
retary has attempted to confront in a
very forthright and open manner.

But, frankly, I am deeply concerned
and dismayed about the blatantly un-
fair criticism that blames him and the
Bush administration for a situation
that clearly was the result of policies
and practices in place before he became
VA Secretary. I share his concern
about partisan attacks that hold him
accountable because this backlog has
not yet been resolved. I say to those
who would make such criticisms that
they cannot absolve themselves of
some of the responsibility. Congress
passed the Veterans Claims Assistance
Act last year and that Act alone re-
quired the VA to review over 50,000 dis-
ability decisions to assure compliance
with that act. In addition, the two pre-
vious VA Secretaries had substantial
opportunities to make the claims proc-
ess more timely and responsive to vet-
erans, yet Secretary Principi faced a
backlog of over 500,000 disability
claims and 130,000 education claims
when he took office. Sec. Principle is a
good and honorable man who cares
deeply about veterans. He is responsive
and an outstanding leader. The criti-
cism of him is unjustified, unfair and
unwarranted.

As I noted, Mr. Chairman, this bill
provides a 16 percent increase for the
Veterans Benefits Administration. I
cannot think of too many Departments
that have seen a 16 percent increase in
1 year. I believe that this is probably as
much money as could be productively
used in fiscal year 2002. This budget is
a very good one, but we should not as-
sume that simply by increasing the
budget these backlogs will disappear
overnight. The VA is already hiring
employees using funds they expect to
receive in the supplemental appropria-
tion bill. But it takes several years for
an employee to obtain the requisite
skills necessary to correctly decide a
veteran’s disability claim. While I ex-
pect we will see progress, there is no
magic wand that will solve these mat-
ters overnight.

Mr. Chairman, on the health care
side, the bill reported by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and again I
want to thank the chairman and rank-
ing member for their faithfulness to
our veterans. This legislation provide a
$300 million increase in funds to fund-
ing bill H.R. 811, which we passed ear-
lier this year for medical facility reha-
bilitation projects. I want my col-
leagues to understand that even
though we have not gotten Senate
agreement yet on the Veterans Hos-
pital Emergency Repair Act, H.R. 811,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) and the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) are willing to
fund this new authorization. I think
they break some very important
ground by their willingness to do this.

As the chief sponsor of H.R. 811, I can
say that it is readily apparent that
even though the VA may need to tear
down or declare excess some of its
aging facilities that are vacant and not
needed to serve veterans in the future,
there is an urgent need to renovate
medical facilities throughout the coun-
try that will be serving veterans for
the foreseeable future. Unfortunately,
the proposed budget for VA facility re-
pair and renovation has not come close
to meeting the documented needs of a
system with an estimated value of
some $35 billion.

An independent study by Price
Waterhouse suggested that with a sys-
tem as valuable as this one, an annual
investment of about $700 million to $1.4
billion would be ideal. Unfortunately,
VA budget proposals in the past few
years contained far less than this for
capital renovation projects. The
changes in medical practice and tech-
nology demand that facilities be mod-
ernized on a regular basis; and frankly
we have ignored that need in VA health
care facilities in the last few budgets.

That is why all Members should be
aware of the provision in the bill pledg-
ing $300 million in capital construction
funds to keep VA facilities and the care
they deliver up to date. This is the
problem we were attempting to address
in H.R. 811 when we passed it earlier
this year, and this appropriations lan-
guage likewise addresses it as well.

Again, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from New York and all mem-
bers of the committee for supporting
this funding.

The reported bill also includes sub-
stantial increases in the budgets for
state home construction grants, med-
ical and prosthetic research, and the
national cemetery system. Coupled
with a projected increase in receipts
from insurers, an increase of $1.2 bil-
lion over the 2001 level would be pro-
vided for medical care. As the Chair-
man of the Subcommittee is aware, the
VA carried forward $1.3 billion from
last year into the current fiscal year.
In addition, health care receipts are
about 25 percent higher this year than
last year, so that a total of $800 million
in additional funds of medical care at-
tributable to these receipts is a real-
istic possibility.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is also fair
to mention the issue of VA managers
diverting medical care funds in a man-
ner that reached new heights late last
year. Of the $20 billion in medical care
funds provided for the current fiscal
year, $6.2 billion was appropriated for
three items. Those three items are
pharmacy (drugs), Hepatitis C care,
and long-term care. As we learned ear-
lier this year from newly-confirmed VA
Secretary Tony Principi, VA doesn’t
need all of this $6.2 billion, and plans to
spend $750 million of it on other health
care needs.

Given the VA’s ability to reprogram
sums as a large as this without any ex-
planation or authorization, it seems to
me we need to take a much closer look
at how VA is spending its money and
what it is currently requesting. One of
the themes I’ve stressed since becom-
ing Chairman is to hold VA officials ac-
countable for the decisions they make
and how they spend taxpayer dollars.
Thus, I think a one billion dollar in-
crease is defensible and generous if
we’re going to have officials requesting
funds for one purpose and then spend-
ing it one something else altogether. In
addition, I believe we will finally see
the long-awaited improvement in med-
ical collections of around $200 million
in the current fiscal year, and that in-
crease should carry over into fiscal
year 2002.

All in all, I believe this is a very good
bill for veterans, one that provides sub-
stantial increases where the funds will
do the most good. Given the demands
by millions of veterans for a high-qual-
ity affordable health care benefit, it is
nearly impossible to say that higher
appropriations for medical care are un-
necessary. But they is a very good bill,
and it keeps our pledge to maintain the
quality for those veterans now enrolled
with VA for their health care. Mr.
Chairman, I urge all Members to vote
for this bill.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to identify with
the remarks of my colleague who just
spoke, the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
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and I wish to address the House in two
capacities: one, as a friend of the vet-
erans, as a veteran myself; and, two, in
relationship to the amendment pre-
viously discussed by the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

The fact of the matter is I know of no
better friends for the veterans of Amer-
ica than the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH). They both
have very important roles to play, the
gentleman from New Jersey as chair-
man of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, the gentleman from New York,
who is where the rubber meets the
road, on the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

We can do all the authorizing in the
world, but it does not mean much un-
less you follow up with appropriations.
The gentleman from New York, to his
credit, time after time has been there
for the veterans, time after time has
put more money in the budget to ad-
dress very real problems that must be
solved if we are to fulfill our commit-
ments to the men and women who have
worn the uniform of the United States
military.

I am very much aware of the delays
in solving the claims processing crisis.
Indeed it is a crisis. On several occa-
sions I have spoken to the gentleman
from New York about this. Others
have, too. We have always received the
same answer: ‘‘We will be there when
we are needed. Don’t just judge us by
our words. Judge us by our deeds.’’
This budget includes $128 million, an 11
percent increase, for the Veterans Ad-
ministration to address the claims
processing problem. That deserves our
praise and support.

Now, we can always do more, but the
fact of the matter is we are doing more
than what is adequate to address a
very real, legitimate problem. But to
suggest that we take from another
very sensitive area, and this is where I
put on my second hat, as chairman of
the Committee on Science, to suggest
that we take money away from the Na-
tional Science Foundation, which even
Ronald Reagan, in my early years on
the Hill, wanted to double funding for
over a 5-year period, because he was
wise then and we are wise now; and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
is evidencing the wisdom of the Con-
gress in providing additional funds for
the National Science Foundation.

I do not need to remind my col-
leagues that we have been through a
decade of unprecedented growth, quar-
ter after quarter, year after year,
growth in our economy. It is a little bit
soft right now, a little bit shaky. Peo-
ple are concerned. I would suggest to
my colleagues in the House that the
way to continue to move forward, to
make sure this economy keeps perco-
lating is, one, to do what we have al-
ready done, cut taxes to get money
back into the pockets of the American
taxpayer, and so that they can help
keep this economy humming, but sec-
ondly to invest in appropriate science,

to invest in the basic research that is
so essential for the continued pros-
perity in America. We did not get
where we have been these past 10 years,
quarter after quarter year after year of
growth because we just wished for bet-
ter things to happen. We got there be-
cause we invested in science, and
science has rewarded us with unprece-
dented developments. The whole Inter-
net economy, the whole telecommuni-
cations industry growth, these are
things that are products of science.

So I would suggest that to acquire $25
million more for something that is al-
ready being addressed in a very sub-
stantial way, $128 million more in the
Walsh bill, but to get that additional
$25 million by taking $92 million and,
boy, talk about fuzzy math, it is tough
to understand and explain in this short
time how that comes about, but to
take $92 million away from the Na-
tional Science Foundation is just not
the thing to do. We can do what we
should do in a responsible way, con-
tinuing to provide more funding for the
National Science Foundation and do
what the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH) is proposing, more fund-
ing, $128 million more to solve a very
real problem, that is, the backlog in
the claims processing for the men and
women who have served our Nation so
nobly.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New York for his leadership. I want to
thank the gentleman from New Jersey,
the chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, for what he is con-
tinuing to do, to make certain every-
one clearly understands that our vet-
erans are uppermost in our minds. We
have an obligation. We have a commit-
ment. We are going to meet it.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to join
my colleague from New Jersey, my
chairman. I chair the Subcommittee on
Health for the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs. I too would like to commend
the gentleman from New York and the
ranking member of this committee for
their support of veterans issues and
particularly for improving the access
veterans can have to health care across
the country.

But I would also like to come here
this afternoon and thank my chairman
for working on another issue and it is
one that is very important to a com-
munity of mine back home, Hutch-
inson, Kansas. Hutchinson is a commu-
nity of just over 40,000 people. On Janu-
ary 17 of this year, the city experienced
a series of explosions caused by natural
gas that leaked into abandoned salt
mines that migrated under the commu-
nity. People in Hutchinson woke up
that day to headlines and photographs
demonstrating a major occurrence had
occurred in this small town. Explosions
rocked the community for the next 2
days, and fires continued to burn for
the next 5 months. The explosions lev-
eled two downtown buildings, de-
stroyed homes, hundreds of people were

forced to relocate, move their home
and businesses, and tragically two peo-
ple died as a result of injuries sus-
tained from this occurrence.

Just 2 weeks ago, another gas explo-
sion occurred causing more damage to
the community, both physically and
emotionally. Hutchinson has a long
history of salt production, resulting in
hundreds of abandoned mines under-
neath the city and the surrounding re-
gion. In order to ensure that no natural
gas further escapes and ignition occurs
from these mines, each must be located
and properly capped to ensure safety.

Addressing this situation is vitally
important to this community and its
future. It is an important priority for
our country. Even President Bush men-
tioned in his energy strategy this trag-
edy. I have requested assistance from
the chairman. This is the first time I
have come to the gentleman from New
York asking for assistance in this man-
ner. I was anticipating being intimi-
dated by the gentleman. He met me
with sympathy and empathy. I am very
grateful for that kind of response. I ap-
preciate the gentleman indicating his
willingness to assist and provide sup-
port as this bill goes to a House-Senate
conference.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, just to
briefly respond to the gentleman, I
thank him for bringing this issue to
my attention and to the attention of
the committee. This catastrophic loss
that occurred to his community, this
devastating incident, seriously under-
mines public safety and economic ac-
tivity in this city and the region. I
know his concern is heartfelt. He has
pressed this case before us. I will con-
tinue to work with the gentleman from
Kansas during the conference to see
what assistance we can provide to
Hutchinson, Kansas. I thank him for
his hard work on behalf of his commu-
nity.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word to engage in a col-
loquy with the gentleman from New
York, the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies.

b 1900

Mr. Chairman, to address the serious
shortage of suitable housing for frail,
low-income seniors, the fiscal year 2000
VA–HUD bill included authorizing lan-
guage to provide a pilot program for up
to three grants for the conversion of
unused or underutilized commercial
property into assisted living facilities
for the elderly. Unfortunately, in that
year the appropriation language did
not allow HUD to issue a NOFA to im-
plement the authorizing language.

In fiscal year 2001, the necessary ap-
propriation language was included in
the VA–HUD bill, and $7.5 million of
Section 202 funds were made available
to provide for the pilot program of
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grants for the conversion of unused or
underutilized commercial property
into assisted living facilities. Yet, upon
issuance of the NOFA, HUD rejected all
applications for these grants.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us
today has again appropriated funds for
the conversion of eligible assisted liv-
ing projects. I am concerned that HUD
will continue to ignore congressional
mandates on this issue, and I would
ask the chairman if he would work
with me in conference to correct this
problem so that we can expedite the
previously authorized pilot program for
the conversion of unused or underuti-
lized commercial property into assisted
living facilities for the elderly.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for bringing this issue
to our attention and for the amount of
energy and thought he has put into
this. We have discussed this at length,
and I would be happy to work with the
gentleman as the bill moves forward to
address the issue prior to conference.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I appreciate the chair-
man’s consideration.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage in a
colloquy with the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee. I want to
commend the gentleman for the robust
increases he has included in H.R. 2660
for veterans health care programs. I
again want to reiterate to my col-
leagues that an increase of $1.2 billion
for the VA’s Medicare account will go a
long way toward improving services for
our veterans.

There is an area of particular inter-
est to me I would like to discuss the
with the distinguished chairman, and
that is the success of Alzheimer’s dis-
ease. I am proud to support a bill that
will help to improve the treatment of
veterans that suffer from this debili-
tating dementia.

As cochairman of the Congressional
Alzheimer’s Task Force, I am proud of
the clinical research the VA has been
conducting on Alzheimer’s disease. As
the chairman is aware, the VA has de-
veloped a very promising model to
treat Alzheimer’s patients at the Bed-
ford, Massachusetts, VA facility. This
model emphasizes a home-like setting,
making patients feel comfortable, in-
stead of subjecting them to painful and
heroic medical interventions, and em-
ploys an interdisciplinary team of cli-
nicians, dieticians and therapists. All
reviews of the Bedford program have
concluded that it provides better care
than traditional long-term care ap-
proaches.

It is my hope that, with the addi-
tional resources contained in this bill,
the VA will take concrete steps to ex-
amine successful Alzheimer’s programs
such as the Bedford VA model and look
to expand this approach to other VA
medical centers.

I will yield to the chairman on that
issue.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, let me
begin by thanking the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs for the passionate leader-
ship that the gentleman provides on
that committee for our veterans. He is
always there to defend the interests of
our veterans and to make sure we meet
the commitments we made to our vet-
erans.

I would also like to thank him for his
interest and support in finding a cure
for Alzheimer’s disease. As the gen-
tleman surely knows, nearly 600,000
veterans are estimated to be suffering
from brain disease, dementia and re-
lated disorders such as Alzheimer’s. I
am in fact a member of the task force,
and I share his commitment to helping
patients and their families who are
struggling with this condition.

As for the chairman’s question, I be-
lieve that, yes, the VA should be care-
fully examining the Alzheimer’s pro-
grams it manages, identifying prom-
ising models of care and then ensuring
that successful models are imple-
mented at other medical centers. In
this manner, all of our veterans can re-
ceive the very latest treatment meth-
ods. Our veterans deserve nothing less.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I thank the
distinguished chairman for his com-
mitment to our Alzheimer’s patients,
particularly to those who happen to be
veterans, the 600,000 that he men-
tioned.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

PARKING REVOLVING FUND

For the parking revolving fund as author-
ized by 38 U.S.C. 8109, income from fees col-
lected and $4,000,000 from the General Fund,
both to remain available until expended,
which shall be available for all authorized
expenses except operations and maintenance
costs, which will be funded from ‘‘Medical
care’’.

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE
EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES

For grants to assist States to acquire or
construct State nursing home and domi-
ciliary facilities and to remodel, modify or
alter existing hospital, nursing home and
domiciliary facilities in State homes, for fur-
nishing care to veterans as authorized by 38
U.S.C. 8131–8137, $100,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 17 offered by Mr. NADLER:
In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘DEPART-

MENTAL ADMINISTRATION—GRANTS FOR CON-
STRUCTION OF STATE EXTENDED CARE FACILI-
TIES’’, after the first dollar amount insert
the following: ‘‘(increased by $4,806,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE

FUND’’, after the aggregate dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$195,194,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE
FUND’’, after the seventh dollar amount (re-
lating to incremental vouchers), insert the
following: ‘‘(increased by $195,194,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE
FUND’’, after the eighth dollar amount (relat-
ing to amounts made available on a fair
share basis), insert the following: ‘‘(increased
by $144,762,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE
FUND’’, after the ninth dollar amount (relat-
ing to amounts made available to nonelderly
disabled families), insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $50,432,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—HOME IN-
VESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM’’, after the
aggregate dollar amount insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(reduced by $200,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—HOME IN-
VESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM’’, after the
second dollar amount (relating to the Down-
payment Assistance Initiative) insert the
following: ‘‘(reduced by $200,000,000)’’.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment will provide an additional
34,000 Section 8 vouchers, 10,000 of
which will be reserved for disabled fam-
ilies. In addition, the amendment
would add almost $5 million to vet-
erans’ extended care facilities.

I wish we could offer an amendment
for a greater number of new vouchers,
because the need is so great. Unfortu-
nately, with such severe cuts to so
many important housing programs ne-
cessitated by the budget resolution we
passed earlier this year, it is difficult
to find an offset that would provide the
funds necessary to do so. We must
focus the scarce resources in this bill
on the areas of greatest need.

Therefore, the amendment offsets the
increase in funds for additional Section
8 vouchers and for the additional fund-
ing for veterans’ extended care facili-
ties by removing $200 million from the
Down Payment Assistance Initiative
which is an unauthorized part of the
HOME program. By postponing appro-
priations for this initiative until it is
actually authorized and until a number
of concerns raised by local mayors re-
garding the structure of the program
have been addressed, we will be able to
use these funds immediately on chron-
ically underfunded housing programs.

Mr. Chairman, the Down Payment
Assistance Initiative is not only unau-
thorized, no committee hearings have
been held on this initiative, it is un-
clear how the program will be adminis-
tered, it is unclear that most low-in-
come people would have sufficient in-
come to be able to utilize the program,
and, frankly, we should hold hearings
and we should properly design and au-
thorize this program, and then we will
know how much to appropriate for it.
Meanwhile, we can better use these
funds on the chronically underfunded
existing programs.

This bill makes dramatic and alarm-
ing cuts to next year’s housing budget,
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yet the need for housing assistance is
staggering. By HUD’s estimates, there
are 5 million low-income families, al-
most 11 million people, who have
worst-case housing needs; five million
families who spend more than 50 per-
cent of their income on rent or live in
severely substandard housing. None of
these 11 million people receive any
housing assistance.

More importantly, there is not one
local jurisdiction in the United States
in which a full-time, full-time, min-
imum wage worker can afford the mar-
ket rent for a one-bedroom apartment
in his or her neighborhood. A study of
70 metropolitan areas showed that
someone earning the minimum wage
would have to work 100 hours a week to
be able to afford the market rent in
those areas.

What do we say to the working peo-
ple of this country when they work
endless hours, sacrificing time with
their families, all in an effort to pro-
vide for their families, and they still
cannot afford a decent place to live?
We must not ignore these needs.

The Section 8 voucher program is one
of the most effective and cost-efficient
means of eliminating worst-case hous-
ing needs. 1.5 million families have
been able to find affordable housing
through the use of Section 8 vouchers.
Rental assistance allows families to
enter the private housing market and
choose where they want to live. By re-
ducing housing costs, these vouchers
can free up funds within the budgets of
low-income families for necessary ex-
penses such as health and child care.

Unfortunately, the Section 8 program
is severely underfunded. In New York
City alone, there are nearly 200,000 peo-
ple, 200,000 people, on the Section 8
waiting list. Nationwide, the average
wait for those entering the Section 8
program is about 2 years; and in some
places people have been on the waiting
list for over 10 years.

Over the last 3 years, Congress has
gradually increased Section 8 vouchers
by too low an amount, but it has in-
creased it by 50,000, 60,000, and 79,000 in
the last 3 years respectively. But with
a national waiting list of Section 8
vouchers being well over 1 million fam-
ilies today, these increases are drops in
the bucket. This bill increases the
number of Section 8 vouchers by only
34,000.

With so many people in need, it is
not the time to reverse the progress of
the last 3 years. To add only 34,000
vouchers this year is to actually cut
the annual increase in vouchers by 46
percent.

This amendment will increase the
housing certificate fund by $195 million
to provide an additional 34,000 Section
8 vouchers, of which 10,000, as I said,
will be targeted to the disabled. The re-
maining $4.8 million dollars in savings
created by this amendment will be
dedicated to the State Extended Care
Facilities Program to finance the con-
struction and renovation of veterans’
nursing home and hospital care facili-
ties.

I recognize, Mr. Chairman, that this
amendment is a modest action, given
the shortage of affordable housing, but
it is necessary to help thousands of
low-income families, while, at the
same time, providing resources to im-
prove home care facilities for our Na-
tion’s veterans. By increasing funding
for programs targeted at a wide range
of people, from those with disabilities,
to veterans, to those working to make
ends meet at low salaries, this amend-
ment sends a message that all people
are deserving of the dignity and sta-
bility of a decent home.

I urge all my colleagues to support
it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think this amend-
ment is instructive because it shows
how difficult it is to find additional
funds in this to reorder the priorities
in this bill.

The amendment would cut $200 mil-
lion from funds that the President has
asked us to provide to help low-income
families to become homeowners.

Now we spend approximately $16 bil-
lion on Section 8 vouchers. We are ac-
tually looking at a program that will
allow individuals to use those Section 8
housing vouchers to purchase a home.
It is a pilot program. We believe that
the American dream still exists, and
the President has said not only should
we try this pilot program with Section
8 vouchers for mortgages but we should
provide $200 million to low-income
families to help to make the initial
down payment, that big chunk of
money that we all know is necessary to
plunk down before you can make a deal
with a bank on the mortgage.

I cannot think of a better way, Mr.
Chairman, to help families to move
from welfare to work and from renting
to owning. This is the President’s
major initiative in this bill, and I
think we should honor it.

What the gentleman does is he pro-
poses to take all of that money, all $200
million, and spend it in other areas of
the bill. What he has proposed is to
provide 34,000 additional Section 8
housing vouchers, and some 10,000 of
those would go to disabilities.

I would submit that imitation is the
highest form of flattery. That is ex-
actly what we did in the bill. He is just
doubling it.

But the problem with that is, while
we have done our very best to provide
new vouchers to help families in need
of housing, we continue to see those
funds go unused. None of the funds we
provided for new housing vouchers in
fiscal year 1999 or 2000 was actually
used, and it is likely that this will be
the case again this year, since HUD has
not yet awarded the new vouchers that
have been provided.

At the same time, public housing au-
thorities continue to fail to use the
vouchers they already have. On aver-
age, PHAs are providing fulfillment of
only 93 percent of the vouchers that
have been allocated. Consequently,

huge amounts of money continue to go
unspent. Last year, HUD recaptured
over $1 billion in unused voucher funds,
money that would have funded 171,000
vouchers.

So I cannot support, Mr. Chairman,
taking these funds that will help poor
families to buy their home, to get a
piece of the rock, to get a piece of the
American dream, to deny them that,
by putting it into a program that HUD
cannot possibly spend the money for.

What I urge is that we reject this
amendment.

I submit for the RECORD a letter that
I received in my capacity as chairman
of the subcommittee from the Enter-
prise Foundation, the National Council
of State Housing Agencies, the Na-
tional League of Cities, the National
Association of Counties, and the Na-
tional Community Development Asso-
ciation supporting the HOME program
and that $200 million presidential ear-
mark.

JULY 26, 2001.
Hon. JAMES T. WALSH,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Veterans Affairs,

HUD, and Independent Agencies, House
Committee on Appropriations, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The undersigned rep-
resentatives of state and local governments
and non-profit community development or-
ganizations thank you for increasing FY 2002
funding for the HOME Investment Partner-
ships (HOME) program to $2 billion in H.R.
2620, the FY 2002 VA/HUD appropriations bill.
We strongly urge you to reject any House
floor amendments to reduce HOME funding.

As you clearly recognize, HOME is one of
the most important tools states and local
governments have to respond flexibly to
their unique and diverse affordable housing
needs. HOME has consistently exceeded con-
gressional expectations by assisting families
with incomes below the HOME limits,
leveraging significant public and private
housing funds, and sparking innovative solu-
tions to a wide array of housing challenges.

HOME’s success in answering the nation’s
housing needs is limited by a single factor—
inadequate funding. Though Congress au-
thorized HOME at $2 billion when it created
the program in 1990, Congress has never ap-
propriated that amount. A HOME appropria-
tion of $2 billion for the upcoming fiscal year
is barely enough to compensate for the loss
of purchasing power HOME has suffered since
Congress first funded it nearly a decade ago.

We agree that a number of federal housing
programs need more funding. HOME is one of
the most deserving among them. Please in-
sist on at least $2 billion in HOME funds in
FY 2002.

Sincerely,
The Council of State Community Develop-

ment Agencies.
The Enterprise Foundation.
The Local Initiatives Support Corporation.
The National Association of Local Housing

Finance Agencies.
The National Council of State Housing

Agencies.
The National League of Cities.
The National Association of Counties.
The National Community Development As-

sociation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that Members
reject the amendment.

b 1915

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the pending amendment?
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If not, the question is on the amend-

ment offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER)
will be postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE
VETERANS CEMETERIES

For grants to aid States in establishing,
expanding, or improving State veterans
cemeteries as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 2408,
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 101. Any appropriation for fiscal year
2002 for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’, ‘‘Re-
adjustment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insur-
ance and indemnities’’ may be transferred to
any other of the mentioned appropriations.

SEC. 102. Appropriations available to the
Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 2002 for salaries and expenses shall be
available for services authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109.

SEC. 103. No appropriations in this Act for
the Department of Veterans Affairs (except
the appropriations for ‘‘Construction, major
projects’’, ‘‘Construction, minor projects’’,
and the ‘‘Parking revolving fund’’) shall be
available for the purchase of any site for or
toward the construction of any new hospital
or home.

SEC. 104. No appropriations in this Act for
the Department of Veterans Affairs shall be
available for hospitalization or examination
of any persons (except beneficiaries entitled
under the laws bestowing such benefits to
veterans, and persons receiving such treat-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 7901–7904 or 42 U.S.C.
5141–5204), unless reimbursement of cost is
made to the ‘‘Medical care’’ account at such
rates as may be fixed by the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs.

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the
Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 2002 for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’,
‘‘Readjustment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans in-
surance and indemnities’’ shall be available
for payment of prior year accrued obliga-
tions required to be recorded by law against
the corresponding prior year accounts within
the last quarter of fiscal year 2001.

SEC. 106. Appropriations accounts available
to the Department of Veterans Affairs for
fiscal year 2002 shall be available to pay
prior year obligations of corresponding prior
year appropriations accounts resulting from
title X of the Competitive Equality Banking
Act, Public Law 100–86, except that if such
obligations are from trust fund accounts
they shall be payable from ‘‘Compensation
and pensions’’.

SEC. 107. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, during fiscal year 2002, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall, from the
National Service Life Insurance Fund (38
U.S.C. 1920), the Veterans’ Special Life Insur-
ance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1923), and the United
States Government Life Insurance Fund (38
U.S.C. 1955), reimburse the ‘‘General oper-
ating expenses’’ account for the cost of ad-
ministration of the insurance programs fi-
nanced through those accounts: Provided,
That reimbursement shall be made only from
the surplus earnings accumulated in an in-

surance program in fiscal year 2002, that are
available for dividends in that program after
claims have been paid and actuarially deter-
mined reserves have been set aside: Provided
further, That if the cost of administration of
an insurance program exceeds the amount of
surplus earnings accumulated in that pro-
gram, reimbursement shall be made only to
the extent of such surplus earnings: Provided
further, That the Secretary shall determine
the cost of administration for fiscal year
2002, which is properly allocable to the provi-
sion of each insurance program and to the
provision of any total disability income in-
surance included in such insurance program.

SEC. 108. (a)(1) Section 1729B of title 38,
United States Code, is repealed. Any balance
as of the date of the enactment of this Act in
the Department of Veterans Affairs Health
Services Improvement Fund established
under such section shall be transferred to
the Department of Veterans Affairs Medical
Care Collections Fund established under sec-
tion 1729A of title 38, United States Code.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 17 of such title is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 1729B.

(b) Section 1729A(b) of such title is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (9); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘‘(7) Section 8165(a) of this title.
‘‘(8) Section 113 of the Veterans Millen-

nium Health Care and Benefits Act (Public
Law 106–117; 38 U.S.C. 8111 note).’’.

(c)(1) Section 1722A(c) of such title is
amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking
‘‘under subsection (a)’’ and inserting ‘‘under
this section’’; and

(B) by striking the second sentence.
(2) Section 8165(a)(1) of such title is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Health Services Improvement Fund es-
tablished under section 1729B of this title’’
and inserting ‘‘Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Care Collections Fund estab-
lished under section 1729A of this title’’.

(3) Section 113(b) of the Veterans Millen-
nium Health Care and Benefits Act (Public
Law 106–117; 38 U.S.C. 8111 note) is amended
by striking ‘‘Department of Veterans Affairs
Health Services Improvement Fund estab-
lished under section 1729B of title 38, United
States Code, as added by section 202’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Department of Veterans Affairs
Medical Care Collections Fund established
under section 1729A of title 38, United States
Code’’.

SEC. 109. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs shall continue the Franchise Fund pilot
program authorized to be established by sec-
tion 403 of Public Law 103–356 until October
1, 2002: Provided, That the Franchise Fund,
established by title I of Public Law 104–204 to
finance the operations of the Franchise Fund
pilot program, shall continue until October
1, 2002.

SEC. 110. Amounts deducted from en-
hanced-use lease proceeds to reimburse an
account for expenses incurred by that ac-
count during a prior fiscal year for providing
enhanced-use lease services, may be obli-
gated during the fiscal year in which the pro-
ceeds are received.

SEC. 111. Funds available in any Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs appropriation for
fiscal year 2002 or funds for salaries and
other administrative expenses shall also be
available to reimburse the Office of Resolu-
tion Management and the Office of Employ-
ment Discrimination Complaint Adjudica-
tion for all services provided at rates which
will recover actual costs but not exceed
$28,555,000 for the Office of Resolution Man-

agement and $2,383,000 for the Office of Em-
ployment and Discrimination Complaint Ad-
judication: Provided, That payments may be
made in advance for services to be furnished
based on estimated costs: Provided further,
that amounts received shall be credited to
‘‘General operating expenses’’ for use by the
office that provided the service.

Mr. FILNER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be considered as read
through line 25 of page 20, printed in
the RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will look
to the manager for that unanimous
consent request.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, the ranking mem-
ber of the authorizing committee has
risen to offer an amendment, and we
had had prior discussion, and I would
suggest that remaining in regular
order, I believe it would be the gentle-
man’s opportunity to offer his amend-
ment.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, I thought that
this would allow that to occur, and
then all of the other ones at the end of
title I.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York make a unanimous con-
sent request to open up the bill
through page 20, line 25?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill, page
20 through line 25, be considered as
read, printed in the RECORD, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. EVANS

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
Amendment No. 11.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. EVANS:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds provided by
this Act may be used for the purpose of im-
plementing any administrative proposal that
would require military retirees to make an
‘‘irrevocable choice’’ for any specified period
of time between Department of Veterans Af-
fairs or military health care under the new
TRICARE for Life plan authorized in the
Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (as enacted into
law by Public 106–398).

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the consideration of this amendment
at this point in the reading?

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I had assumed
that this was in title I, and there are
about 6 or 7 amendments remaining in
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title I that I assume the unanimous
consent allowed to occur. Did the
maker of the motion assume that?

The CHAIRMAN. Amendment 11 is
drafted to the end of the bill.

Mr. FILNER. Okay. But other
amendments to title I would be in
order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection to the gentleman offering
his amendments at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. That is without
prejudice to any other amendment in
title I.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would prohibit the Depart-
ment of Veterans’ Affairs from expend-
ing appropriated funds for the purpose
of implementing a proposal contained
in President Bush’s budget.

The budget proposal would require
all military retirees, including the one-
quarter million veterans currently en-
rolled for care in the VA, to choose be-
tween either the VA or the DOD as
their exclusive health care provider.
This proposal has incurred the justifi-
able anger of our military retirees, the
military itself, and the veterans serv-
ice organizations. I believe that retir-
ees have earned their right to access
health care benefits in both systems
and should be given that right and
choice.

Mr. Chairman, while it is my under-
standing that the legislation will be
needed to enact my proposal, I wish to
prohibit any efforts by the Department
of Veterans’ Affairs to begin implemen-
tation of it. Congress should have more
time to fully assess the effects this leg-
islation will have and its impact on the
lives of former servicemen and women.

Military retirees have devoted their
lives to serving our country. We will
breach our commitment if we allow the
VA and the Department of Defense to
simply implement their proposal that
eliminates veterans’ choice of pro-
viders. The truth is that these two sys-
tems provide very different packages of
services and military retirees have
earned the right to both.

I hope every Member of Congress will
agree that this proposal is worthy of
approval, and I urge its approval. I
want to thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) and my chairman on
the authorizing committee, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH),
for getting this done. I appreciate it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment. We have no
objection to the amendment. We sup-
port in theory what the administration
is trying to do. Both the VA and DOD
cannot adequately plan and budget for
services when both of these depart-

ments do not know the number of peo-
ple they are serving. However, there
are very few details from either VA or
DOD, nor have we heard explanations
on the effects or restrictions of the pro-
posed policy. So until DOD and the VA
can present us with a complete, well-
thought-out plan, I support the amend-
ment of the ranking member of the
Committee on Veterans Affairs.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I rise
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment and fully support it. I just want-
ed to express that. I appreciate the
gentleman’s contribution to veterans.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in support
of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), my
good friend and ranking member on the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to
prohibit the use of funds in fiscal year
2002, to implement the administra-
tion’s proposal that military retirees
be required to make an irrevocable
choice between military or VA health
care for a defined period of years.

While we certainly want to encour-
age more efficient use of scarce Federal
health resources, at this juncture, we
simply do not have enough information
about the potential impact of that spe-
cific proposal. I do not think either the
VA or the Department of Defense is
really prepared to deal with the impli-
cations of requiring this choice, and
both health care systems are already
experiencing considerable strain serv-
ing their beneficiaries. We need to un-
derstand the implications of this pro-
posal much, much better.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman for his amendment, and I urge
my colleagues to adopt it.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in strong support of the Evans amendment.
Forcing military retirees to choose between VA
or DOD TRICARE is wrong.

Our country owes an enormous debt to the
men and women who served in the Armed
Forces.

It is because of their vigilance and dedica-
tion that we can enjoy the freedom that is
cherished by every American.

In exchange for their service to our country,
we promised them medical care for life. With-
out this amendment we will be taking a step
backwards from this promise.

This issue is of the utmost importance to the
military retirees in Marin and Sonoma coun-
ties.

Our community is fortunate to have the
leadership of colonel Jack Potter, who works
tirelessly to ensure that retired veterans have
full access to both VA and DOD’s TRICARE
health care services.

Mr. Chairman, military retirees have earned
their right to participate in both plans. If older
retirees want to use tricare services for routine
care, they should not then be forced to give
up access to VA health care services.

The sixty-five thousand retired veterans in
my district who are both medicare-eligible and
enrolled in the VA Health Care System should
not be the scapegoats for the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration’s funding problems.

As colonel Potter points out, more than two-
thirds of veterans who are enrolled in the VA
health care system have disabilities.

If they want TRICARE for routine care, but
are denied access to the VA’s highly re-
spected specialty care services, disabled vet-
erans may not be able to get comparable care
through other military or private health care
systems.

Many will be referred back to the VA for this
specialized care at their own expense—that’s
an unacceptable financial burden to place on
these retirees.

Another important consideration for our
older military retirees is access to no-cost
services, such as hearing aids. These services
will not be free under TRICARE.

As you can see Mr. Chairman, the plan pro-
posed in the appropriations bill will cost our
veterans more money for fewer medical care
options.

I ask my colleagues to support the Evans
amendment and correct the wrong that will be
done to our deserving veterans.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. EVANS).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to

the amendment of the gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER) to strike $200
million for the down payment assist-
ance initiative to mostly fund addi-
tional section 8 vouchers. This amend-
ment would move this bill in the wrong
direction and should be opposed, as it
was. As a member of the Committee on
Financial Services Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity
and a former home renovator, I have
worked on these issues, and I believe
this legislation as drafted by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH),
moves in the right direction.

First, this amendment cuts the
President’s new down-payment assist-
ance initiative for getting more first-
time home buyers into their own
homes. I cannot understate the impor-
tance of this initiative. So many Amer-
icans lack the opportunity to purchase
a new home and spend a large percent-
age of their income on monthly rent.
That can be the right choice for some,
but most families greatly benefit from
the purchase of their own homes. A
home helps them create wealth for
their families and, in the form of eq-
uity, also invests them in the commu-
nity. In short, we help the families rise
on the economic ladder and build
stronger communities in the process. It
is truly the American dream to own
one’s own home, a dream we have to
help make a reality for families who
currently lack that opportunity.

Second, this amendment designates
funding for additional section 8 vouch-
ers. This would be in addition to the
34,000 new vouchers this bill already
provides. What I find interesting about
this amendment is that the Democrat-
controlled Senate provides half of that,
17,000 new section 8 vouchers. Why? In



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4700 July 26, 2001
the report that accompanies the Sen-
ate bill, they stated, ‘‘The reduction
from the administration’s request re-
flects the concerns of the committee
that vouchers do not always provide
the best opportunities for low-income
families to obtain affordable housing.’’

Perhaps our esteemed colleagues in
the Senate know about the problems
housing authorities have had in dis-
tributing section 8 vouchers.

In my home county of Westchester,
New York, we have 13,207 people on the
section 8 waiting list, yet the county
and communities are not able to use all
of their section 8 vouchers because of a
combination of lack of available hous-
ing units and the inability of section 8
vouchers to cover the fair market rent
for the area.

I cannot help but feel frustrated by
this problem. Here we have a program
in place with extra vouchers to assist
families; here we have a very long list
of families who have applied for this
assistance, yet they are unable to use
them because they are priced out of the
market. Unfortunately, the solution to
this problem is not to add more vouch-
ers. That solution will only come with
more and new and affordable housing
coming on to the market.

In short, the legislation takes an im-
portant step in the right direction ad-
dressing the current affordable housing
crisis in our Nation. Unfortunately, the
Nadler amendment would have re-
versed these positive initiatives to add
funding to an area where it cannot be
used. I have urged my colleagues to
join me in voting against the Nadler
amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FILNER

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FILNER:
At the end of title I, add the following new

section:
SEC. ll. (a) MEDICAL CARE.—In addition

to amounts appropriated or otherwise made
available for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs elsewhere in this Act, there is hereby
appropriated $30,000,000 for ‘‘Medical Care’’
for health care benefits for Filipino World
War II veterans who were excluded from ben-
efits by the Rescissions Acts of 1946.

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire
amount made available in this section is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I make
this amendment which is embodied in
bipartisan legislation by a large group
of Members of this body, including the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), who wrote the maiden legisla-
tion; the gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM), who has been a
strong supporter of this legislation; the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT),
who is with us today; and the gentle-

woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK), who
spoke earlier; and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI); the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD); the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR); and others
who have contributed to this legisla-
tion.

b 1930

Mr. Chairman, 55 years ago this Con-
gress committed a terrible injustice.
After World War II, after the victory
that occurred, of course first in Europe
and then in the Pacific, those who were
drafted into the U.S. Army from our
Philippines protectorate were
unceremoniously deprived of the bene-
fits that were promised and earned as
veterans of the United States. In 1946
the then Congress rescinded all the
benefits that had accrued to our
Filipine allies.

There was no doubt of the contribu-
tions that the Filipinos made. Side by
side with Americans, they held onto
the Philippines and held up the Japa-
nese advance for many, many, many
months beyond what the Japanese had
expected, and thus allowed the United
States, at a terrible time in 1941, to
prepare for the war.

These Filipinos fought at Bataan,
where their resistance took many,
many months. When they were finally
captured, Americans and Filipinos
were led on the famous death march,
where hundreds and hundreds died on
the march and later in the prison
camps in which they were held.

They fought bravely at Corregidor,
and again the Japanese were held up
much longer than they had expected
before they conquered the Philippines.
Along with Americans who were in the
Philippines, their guerrilla forces har-
assed for many, many months until
MacArthur was able to return. When
MacArthur returned and landed at
Leyte and then was able eventually, of
course, to defeat the Japanese, he at-
tributed a good part of his victory to
his Filipino allies.

President Roosevelt had drafted all
the units of the Philippine Army, all of
the members of the Commonwealth
Army, all of the so-called scouts, the
Old Scouts, New Scouts, all of the
guerrilla units into the American
Armed Forces. The implication was
that they would be treated as Amer-
ican soldiers, and therefore, American
veterans. But after the war was over,
the Philippines did achieve independ-
ence and this Congress said, ‘‘Thank
you, but no thank you. Your new gov-
ernment can take care of you, and ev-
erything we promised, we rescind.’’

I thought that was a terrible injus-
tice, Mr. Chairman. The injustice burns
very deeply into the remaining vet-
erans who are alive, barely 75,000 from
over a quarter of a million or 300,000
who had fought in the war. They are in
their seventies and eighties. What they
want most before they die is the dig-
nity and honor that would come from
being American veterans.

This amendment I have before us is a
step toward that where we provide
them a very modest sum of money, $30
million, to be eligible for health care
benefits, as any other U.S. veteran. I
think this is the least of what we can
do for these allies who did so much for
us in World War II.

Mr. Chairman, because this has not
been accepted earlier in authorization,
I designate this as an emergency be-
cause it is an emergency. It is an emer-
gency because our morality as a nation
needs to be corrected, but more impor-
tant, these gentlemen are about to die.
Let us reward these folks finally with
the honor and dignity that they de-
serve as our allies in World War II.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. FILNER) to add $30 million in
health care benefits to a group of vet-
erans who are in desperate need of our
assistance.

Filipino veterans who fought by our
side in World War II have never re-
ceived fair and adequate veteran bene-
fits because of the Congressional Re-
scission Act of 1946.

I have long been an advocate of as-
sisting our Filipino veterans. For the
past several Congresses, along with the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER), we have intro-
duced legislation to amend title 38 of
the U.S. Code in order to provide that
the persons considered to be members
of the Philippine Commonwealth Army
veterans and members of the Special
Philippine Scouts, by reason of their
service with the Armed Forces during
World War II, should be eligible for full
veterans’ benefits.

Mr. Chairman, on July 26, 1941, Presi-
dent Roosevelt issued a military order,
pursuant to the Philippines Independ-
ence Act of 1934, calling members in
the Philippine Commonwealth Army
into the service of the United States
Armed Forces of the Far East under
the command of Lieutenant General
Douglas MacArthur.

For almost 4 years, over 100,000 Fili-
pinos of the Philippine Commonwealth
Army fought alongside the Allies to re-
claim the Philippine islands from
Japan. Regrettably, in return, Con-
gress enacted the Rescission Act of
1946. That measure limited veterans’
eligibility for service-connected dis-
abilities and death compensation, and
also denied the members of the Phil-
ippine Commonwealth Army the honor
they deserved for being recognized as
veterans of the United States Armed
Forces.

A second group of veterans, the Spe-
cial Philippine Scouts, called New
Scouts, who enlisted in the U.S. Armed
Forces after October 6, 1945 primarily
to perform occupation duty in the Pa-
cific, were similarly excluded from ben-
efits.

These members of the Philippine
Commonwealth Army and the Special
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Philippine Scouts served just as coura-
geously as their American counter-
parts during the Pacific War in World
War II. Their contributions helped to
disrupt the initial Japanese offensive
timetable in 1942 at a point when the
Japanese were expanding their aggres-
sion unchecked throughout the western
Pacific.

This delay in the Japanese plans
helped to buy valuable time for the
scattered Allied forces to regroup, to
reorganize and prepare for checking
the Japanese advance in the battles of
the Coral Sea and Midway.

Many have forgotten how dark those
days before that victory at Midway
really were. Their actions also earned
the Philippine soldiers the wrath of
their Japanese captors. As a result,
many of the Filipinos joined their
American counterparts in the Bataan
Death March, suffering inhumane
treatment which redefined the limits
of human depravity.

During the next 2 years, Philippine
Scout units operating from mobile, iso-
lated bases in the rural interior of the
Philippine Islands conducted an ongo-
ing campaign of guerilla warfare, tying
down precious Japanese resources and
manpower.

In 1944, Philippine forces provided in-
valuable assistance in the liberation of
the Philippine Islands, which in turn
became an important base for taking
the war to the Japanese homeland.
Without the assistance of these Phil-
ippine units and guerilla forces, the
liberation of the Philippine Islands
would have taken much longer and
been far more costly in lives than it ac-
tually was.

In a letter to the Congress dated May
16, 1946, President Harry Truman
wrote, ‘‘The Philippine Army veterans
are nationals of the United States and
will continue in that status after July
4, 1946. They fought under the Amer-
ican flag and under the direction of our
military leaders. They fought with gal-
lantry and courage under the most dif-
ficult conditions during the recent con-
flict. They were commissioned by the
United States. Their official organiza-
tion, the Army of the Philippine Com-
monwealth, was taken into the Armed
Forces of the United States on July 26,
1941. That order has never been revoked
and amended. I consider it a moral ob-
ligation of the United States to look
after the welfare of the Philippine vet-
erans.’’

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is time for
us to correct this injustice to provide
the members of the Philippine Com-
monwealth Army and the Special Phil-
ippine Scouts with the benefits of the
services they valiantly earned during
their service in World War II.

These veterans are well into the twi-
light years of their lives. It is long past
time for our Nation to pay meaningful
acknowledgment to their valuable con-
tribution to the cause of freedom and
democracy in the Second World War.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER) to restore
some measure of health benefits to Fil-
ipino veterans who fought in World
War II. This amendment would simply
provide $30 million in health care bene-
fits through the VA system for those
veterans who honorably served our
country.

On July 26, 1941, President Roosevelt
issued a military order calling mem-
bers of the Philippine Commonwealth
Army into service. For nearly 4 years,
over 100,000 Filipinos of the Philippine
Commonwealth army fought alongside
the allies to reclaim the Philippine Is-
lands from Japan.

A second group, the Special Phil-
ippine Scouts, enlisted after October 6,
1945. Despite their valiant service, Con-
gress enacted the 1946 Rescission Act
to limit their veteran benefits.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would be a small step towards ensuring
Filipino veterans receive benefits just
like other veterans who served in
World War II. For fundamental fair-
ness, I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment, and want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) for their leadership.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve my point of order.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would say, Mubulhi
Ag Filipinos, and to Filipinos, mama
haline keta Hunggung Wacus.

To the Filipinos I say, I will love you
until the end of Earth.

I was stationed in the Philippines for
many years, and I lived and almost
died with them in Vietnam. I want to
tell the Members, there is no more
loyal group to the United States than
the Filipinos.

I have never met a Filipino that
turned his or her back on the United
States or a friend, but I think this
country has turned its back for too
long on those people that fought and
died for Americans.

General MacArthur said, ‘‘I shall re-
turn.’’ The Filipinos never left. They
gave their todays for many, American
lives. They fought and they died.

Many have seen the old John Wayne
movies. They say, ‘‘It was just a
movie,’’ but it depicted the lives and
the sacrifices of Filipinos at Cor-
regidor, Manila, Bagio City. Places like
that, and the Bataan Death March,
ring in our ears and our history, but
yet, Filipinos lived and died in those
issues, in those battles.

I served with thousands of Filipinos
in the Navy that served on Navy ships.
They served for 20 years just so that
they could become American citizens.
We have turned our back on them for
60 years with their sacrifices, what
they have given to this country. They
have never forgotten.

I think the gentleman from New
York said, how many are left today?

Not very many. Yet, we promised them
as veterans, as freedom fighters, vet-
erans’ benefits. They have been turned
down.

So I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), and people who support this
issue.

Members will not see very many Fili-
pinos on welfare. Instead, we will see
their children at our universities, be-
cause if we go into the Filipino com-
munity we will see them honor God
and country and hard work, and the
family values that all of us cherish.
But they live it every single day, not
only as citizens here, but as citizens in
the Philippines, as well.

The Navy right now, as a matter of
fact, is short sailors. During a period of
time, they were our most loyal sailors.
I have a bill coming forward that says
we ought to reinstitute that program
to have Filipinos serve, so they could
become American citizens, just like in
the past.

I want to tell the Members, in San
Diego, the last American flag to fly
over the Philippine Islands before it
fell, the gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER) has it in his office. That
flag, at great risk to a Filipino, when
the Japanese tore it down in Bagio
City, he wrapped it up in a piece of can-
vas and saved it for the end of the war,
because it was of value to freedom. We
should value those same traditions.

Today the President of the United
States recognized thousands of Fili-
pinos at the White House today for
their 60 years of service as veterans. If
we recognize that value, if we take a
look and have a resolution to that from
the President of the United States,
from the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, Secretary Principi, then it should
be recognized that they deserve the
benefits due to veterans.

We are asking only for justice, what
we say we all stand for in this body.

b 1945
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I will not use the full

5 minutes, but I did want to rise to as-
sociate myself with the comments of
our colleagues who have spoken before
on behalf of the Filner amendment to
restore health care benefits to Filipino
war vets, and I thank my colleague for
his leadership in offering this amend-
ment and his leadership over the years
on behalf of Filipino vets. He has done
more than anyone, and any of us who
care about the Filipino vets and the
commitment our country has made to
them are deeply in his debt.

As my colleagues have mentioned,
for 4 years during World War II more
than 100,000 Filipinos fought alongside
the Allied Forces to free the Phil-
ippines from Japanese occupation.
Drafted into the service in 1941 by
order of President Roosevelt, these his-
toric soldiers served under the com-
mand of Lieutenant General Douglas
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MacArthur, fighting valiantly to recap-
ture the Philippines and playing a key
role in the allied victory in the Pacific.

Our Nation has not given these vet-
erans the honor and respect they de-
serve at the hands of our country. In
1946, Congress denied benefits to these
veterans and to another group of spe-
cial Filipino Scouts who enlisted in the
U.S. Armed Forces after October 6,
1945. Although these brave soldiers, and
many of their fellow soldiers, gave up
their lives for freedom, our country de-
nied them the recognition and benefits
accorded to other servicemen and
women in the Armed Forces. It took us
50 years to give the Filipino Scouts the
promised citizenship.

Mr. Chairman, many of us in our
communities and all of us in our coun-
try are very blessed with a great Fili-
pino-American community. In spite of
the fact that we have not honored our
commitment to them, they have
blessed our country with their commit-
ment to family values, with their com-
mitment to the work ethic, and with
their very, very staunch patriotism.

This amendment would make $30 mil-
lion available to provide Filipino vet-
erans with the same health care bene-
fits received by other World War II
vets. These World War II Philippine
veterans are elderly now, their num-
bers are dwindling. A number of them
are suffering from health problems. We
are running out of time. It is time to
right this wrong and give the Filipino
vets the recognition they deserve in
their twilight years.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Filner amendment on health benefits
for Filipino vets. It is the least we can
do, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I stand to first com-
mend my friend and my fellow Califor-
nian for his tenacious leadership in
keeping this front and center, this
issue that is really an unfair issue, and
that is giving due diligence to the Fili-
pino veterans who served admirably in
World War II.

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I simply
rise in strong support of the Filner
amendment to H.R. 2620, the VA-HUD
appropriations bill. This amendment
would appropriate $30 million for med-
ical care and general health care bene-
fits for Filipino World War II veterans.

I have perhaps the largest concentra-
tion of Filipino citizens in my district
in the city of Carson, and I tell my col-
leagues that they are constantly cry-
ing and pleading for fairness to be done
and say this amendment will begin to
correct a wrong visited upon the Fili-
pino veterans who served alongside the
U.S. forces during World War II.

Our agreement or even disagreement
with the current policy and economic
pressures should never diminish our
love and profound respect for the men
and women who chose duty over per-
sonal safety and went into the battle-
torn areas carrying our flag. We should

have resources to take care of those
Filipino veterans who have sacrificed
on behalf of our Nation.

This amendment simply addresses
the health care needs for a forgotten
group of veterans, namely the Filipino
veterans. These loyal and valiant men
fought, suffered, and, in many in-
stances, died in the same manner and
under the same commander as other
members of the United States Armed
Forces during World War II. Their serv-
ices to the Nation parallels others
whose efforts and service have not been
recognized or compensated.

We cannot forget the valiant and val-
uable services performed by the Fili-
pino veterans. The Filner amendment
will appropriate $30 million for the
health care benefits for these veterans
of World War II who were excluded
from benefits by the Rescissions Act of
1946. As we continue to address the
needs of our Nation’s veterans, we
should heed the word of President Lin-
coln who called on all Americans ‘‘to
care for him who shall have borne the
battle.’’

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and adhere to President
Lincoln’s call.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) insist on
his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I do.
I make a point of order against the

amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriation bill and
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI.
The rule states in pertinent part: ‘‘An
amendment to a general appropriation
bill shall not be in order if changing ex-
isting law.’’

The amendment includes an emer-
gency designation under section 251 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, and as such
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2, rule XXI.

I ask for a ruling of the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else

wish to be heard on the point of order?
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I do. I

understand the Chairman’s reserva-
tion. He gives the impression that any-
thing that constitutes legislation or
emergency is somehow beyond the
rules of this House, and yet in this bill
there are dozens, I would think, maybe
hundreds, I do not know, nobody can
tell me, of provisions that are not au-
thorized in legislation. In fact, we have
a $1.3 billion emergency designation in
the bill.

So to make the point that this is leg-
islation and it is emergency, we all
agree, but this has been done in this
bill, in this Congress, many, many,
many, many times for billions and bil-
lions and billions of dollars. I would
just ask, on behalf of the 60,000 Filipino
veterans that are left alive, that the
gentleman does not insist on the point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else
wish to be heard on the point of order?
If not, the Chair will rule.

The Chair finds that this amendment
includes an emergency designation
under section 251(b)(2)(a) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985. Based on similar
rulings—for example, on June 19, 2000—
the amendment constitutes legislation
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. KLECZKA

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. KLECZKA:
At the end of title I, insert the following

new section:
SEC. ll. (a) AUTHORITY OF DEPARTMENT OF

VETERANS AFFAIRS PHARMACIES TO DISPENSE
MEDICATIONS TO VETERANS ON PRESCRIPTIONS
WRITTEN BY PRIVATE PRACTITIONERS.—Sub-
section (d) of section 1712 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) Subject to section 1722A of this title,
the Secretary shall furnish to a veteran such
drugs and medicines as may be ordered on
prescription of a duly licensed physician in
the treatment of any illness or injury of the
veteran.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) The head-
ing of such section is amended by striking
the sixth through ninth words.

(2) The item relating to that section in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter
17 of that title is amended by striking the
sixth through ninth words.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order on the gentleman’s
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York reserves a point of
order.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA).

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the chairman of the com-
mittee giving me time to explain the
amendment, although I do recognize
that a point of order does lay against
this proposal.

The amendment I offer to the bill
would improve veterans’ access to pre-
scription drugs by permitting the Vet-
erans Administration to accept the
prescriptions written by a veteran’s
family doctor.

As my colleagues listen to this expla-
nation, they might say, gosh, this is
common sense. Why is this not being
changed today? Well, the current law
mandates that the veteran who is
going to get a prescription from the VA
has to see his primary doctor. In its
wisdom a few years ago, Congress per-
mitted nonservice connected disability
veterans access to medical care, spe-
cifically the drug benefit. However, be-
cause of this law, veterans are having
to wait 9 months to a year before they
can see a Veterans Administration doc-
tor. And once they wait that long, nat-
urally, they have to still go to their
local pharmacy and pay the full price
for their drugs. But once they finally
get through the waiting process, the
doctor at the VA will examine the vet-
eran and, for the most part, come to
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the same conclusion that the veteran’s
family physician came to, and then
they get whatever drug is being pre-
scribed.

Well, not only are the veterans being
inconvenienced by the long wait, but
also the examination by the veteran’s
physician costs money. It is estimated
that each visit to the primary VA doc-
tor, which is duplicative at best, costs
about $254. In fact, many times the
cost to the veteran’s hospital for the
VA physician visit is more than the
drugs being given to the veteran.

The Inspector General testified be-
fore a Senate committee on July 24 of
this year, and he indicated their rec-
ommendation was that this process
should be streamlined. They rec-
ommended that the VA seek a statu-
tory change authorizing the VA to fill
prescriptions written by a veteran’s
family doctor.

The thing that is very important to
note is Members here, care, that IG in-
dicated this change would save some
$1.3 billion. Now, that cost savings can
be plowed back into the veterans’
health care and buy a lot of health care
and clearly a lot of pharmaceutical
drugs for veterans.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
the chairman of the subcommittee
would drop his request for the point of
order. It clearly is appropriate to the
bill, especially in light of the fact that
this amendment would save the VA
budget some $1.3 billion.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) insist on
his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I do.
I make a point of order against the

amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriation bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 rule
XXI. The rule states in part: ‘‘An
amendment to a general appropriation
bill shall not be in order if changing ex-
isting law.’’

This amendment directly amends ex-
isting law, and I would ask for a ruling
of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone wish
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I do,
and in closing and in response to the
point of order being raised by the gen-
tleman from New York, I cannot dis-
pute that. In part there is legislating
contained in this amendment. But in
large part, and I think the gentleman
would agree, if in fact the IG is even
close to the mark, saving $1.3 billion in
the legislation that the gentleman
from New York and the gentleman
from West Virginia took so much time
to put together, and did such a great
job on, would come in handy for pro-
viding payment for these prescription
drugs that these veterans are getting.

But I think the gentleman is accu-
rate in his assessment, and I ask the
Chair to rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rule.
The Chair finds that this amendment

directly amends existing law. The

amendment, therefore, constitutes leg-
islation in violation of clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER) may offer
his remaining four amendments to this
title en bloc, may debate them for 16
minutes, equally divided, and I retain
rights to reserve points of order on this
en bloc amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
ask the gentleman from New York to
give the Chair a better explanation of
the time division.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, the idea
is to provide each side with 8 minutes
to discuss these four amendments en
bloc. The gentleman from California
(Mr. FILNER) and I have discussed this,
and I believe he finds it acceptable.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. There will be 16

minutes for the Filner amendments en
bloc, equally divided 8 minutes per
side, and all amendments thereto.
AMENDMENTS NO. 1, 2, 4, AND 5 OFFERED BY MR.

FILNER

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments No. 1, 2, 4, and 5.

b 2000
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendments:
The text of the amendments is as fol-

lows:
Amendments numbered 1, 2, 4 and 5 offered

by Mr. FILNER:
AMENDMENT NO. 1

At the end of title I, add the following new
section:

SEC. ll. (a) MEDICAL CARE.—In addition
to amounts appropriated or otherwise made
available for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs elsewhere in this Act, there is hereby
appropriated $1,700,000,000 for ‘‘Medical
Care’’.

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire
amount made available in this section is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

AMENDMENT NO. 2
At the end of title I, add the following new

section:
SEC. ll. (a) COMPENSATION AND PEN-

SIONS.—In addition to amounts appropriated
or otherwise made available for the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs elsewhere in this
Act, there is hereby appropriated $3,000,000
for ‘‘Compensation and Pensions’’, to be
available only to establish a presumption of
service-connection for the occurrence of Hep-
atitis C in veterans who were exposed to
Hepatitis C risk factors during active mili-
tary, naval, or air service.

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire
amount made available in this section is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

AMENDMENT NO. 4
At the end of title I, add the following new

section:

SEC. ll. (a) MEDICAL RESEARCH.—In addi-
tion to amounts appropriated or otherwise
made available for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs elsewhere in this Act, there is
hereby appropriated $24,000,000 for ‘‘Medical
Research’’.

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire
amount made available in this section is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

AMENDMENT NO. 5
At the end of title I, add the following new

section:
SEC. ll. (a) READJUSTMENT BENEFITS.—In

addition to amounts appropriated or other-
wise made available for the Department of
Veterans Affairs elsewhere in this Act, there
is hereby appropriated $871,700,000 for ‘‘Read-
justment Benefits’’. The provisions of H.R.
320 of the 107th Congress, as introduced, are
hereby enacted into law, and the amount
provided by this section shall be available
only for the purpose of increases in benefits
in the Montgomery GI Bill program made by
those provisions.

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire
amount made available in this section is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the en bloc
amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved against the en bloc amend-
ments.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) is recognized for 8 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have a series of
amendments with regard to the Vet-
erans Administration budget.

The chairman of the subcommittee
and the ranking member know that all
of the Members of this body hold the
view that their commitment to vet-
erans cannot be challenged, nor can the
commitment of our chair and ranking
members of the authorizing com-
mittee.

Yet because of the budget situation
we are in and notwithstanding im-
provements to the veterans budget
over the last couple of years, the vet-
erans budget is still grossly under-
funded. As we like to say on the Demo-
cratic side at the Veterans Committee,
we do not have a surplus unless we
have paid our bills. We have not paid
our bills to our Nation’s veterans. We
have not kept our commitment. We
have not honored our contract.

My amendments try to put the
money that would indicate our com-
mitment back into this budget. I have
the money designated as an emergency
because, under the rules of House, oth-
erwise I would have to take offsets to
those agencies within this particular
bill. I do not want to play off housing
or environment or science against the
needs of our veterans.

I will state that there is an emer-
gency out there, Mr. Chairman. We
have veterans who are waiting months
and months and months, sometimes
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years for the adjudication of their
claims. We have veterans waiting 5, 6,
8 months to see a doctor. We have vet-
erans with hepatitis C, recently diag-
nosed, having emerged after 20 years, a
fatal disease that we do not have suffi-
cient understanding of or resources to
treat.

We are condemning our veterans to
die. We have not figured out how to
provide long-range care. We have not
done what we should have for the
homeless veterans, 500,000 of whom are
on the street tonight. We do not put
sufficient money into medical re-
search. Eleven or 12 years after the
Gulf War, we do not have any under-
standing of or treatment for Persian
Gulf War illness. Hundreds of thou-
sands of veterans are suffering from
that.

Mr. Chairman, we have the resources
in our society to say to those who are
under the GI bill for education, let us
make that GI bill really effective.

Mr. Principi, who is now the Vet-
erans Administration Secretary, wrote
a report before he became Secretary
when he was chairman of the so-called
Transition Commission; and he pro-
posed that the Montgomery GI bill for
education fully fund education, tuition
and fees at college, plus books, plus ex-
penses, plus a stipend of roughly $1,000
a month. That would make that benefit
real. That would give the veterans
what they earned, and that would be a
great recruitment tool for our forces.

Yet, what do we do now? We give a
$500 or $600 a month stipend. Most vet-
erans cannot use that because it is in-
sufficient. So I am asking in my
amendments for what we just owe our
veterans and what we have the money
for.

Our budget is based on the fact that
we just passed the tax cut this year of
about $2 trillion over the next decade.
That leaves us without paying our debt
to our veterans.

How do I know how much money is
needed? The Chair of the committee is
often saying, no matter what money
we give, everybody wants more. I will
tell my colleagues, all the veterans’
service organizations of our country
got together and produced something
called the independent budget. It is a
very analytical and professional job. It
does not just say, give me more money
because I am a veteran. It says, put in
this much money to the veterans’ ben-
efit administration so we can reduce
the waiting times for adjudication to 30
days. It says, put in the amount of
money we need so we do not have to
wait 6 months for doctors. It says, put
in the money for research so we can
deal with Persian Gulf War illness and
we can deal with post-traumatic stress
syndrome.

The veterans know what we need and
we know we are not giving it to them,
Mr. Chairman. We had on the floor ear-
lier statements from the committee
and from the authorizing committee
that says we are doing everything we
can for our veterans. I would challenge

those colleagues to go with me to any
town meeting anywhere in America
and say to our veterans, we are doing
what we should be doing for you. They
would not be given a very good recep-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for an additional
$1.7 billion for the health care of our
veterans. The billion dollars that the
Chair refers to that increased this year
does not even keep up with inflation.
We have got to at least keep up with
inflation and move forward on a whole
variety of efforts.

I have asked for money to make sure
that veterans who are exposed to hepa-
titis C, probably a fatal disease, get the
treatment and care that they need. I
have asked that we fully fund the
Montgomery GI bill at the level that is
asked for in legislation that the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) has
introduced. I ask for research money to
make sure that the VA, which has been
in the forefront of research on a whole
variety of things, a national resource
that has been kept us and this Nation
in the forefront of medical research.

We can keep those efforts in an excel-
lent capacity. We can give the veterans
the benefits they deserve. As our vet-
erans are older, long-term care be-
comes more important. The aging of
our population requires more resources
and a different kind of attention.

And whether we are talking about
the Persian Gulf illnesses, PTSD, Par-
kinson’s disease, mental health ill-
nesses, spinal cord injuries or heart
disease, these are areas where we can
give our veterans the treatment and
care and attention they deserve.

So if we are to keep the promises
that we made to our Nation’s veterans,
we should provide a budget that will
address these needs.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support these amendments, to allow
the designation of an emergency, to
really show the veterans, the country
which has produced this incredible sur-
plus, they gave us this country and we
owe it to them.

I know my colleague will ask for a
point of order based on the fact that
these are emergency designations.
Come on, let us treat our veterans as
real colleagues. Let us say it is an
emergency. Let us give them the atten-
tion they need.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of my colleague’s amendment which would re-
store the purchasing power of the GI bill.

I was encouraged earlier this session by the
House’s passage of H.R. 1291, the 21st Cen-
tury Montgomery GI Bill Enhancement Act,
which provided a modest and much needed
increase to the GI bill’s monthly benefits.

At a time when drastic tax cuts have over-
shadowed our nation’s priorities, it was re-
freshing that the House took up legislation that
improved education benefits for service men
and women.

Educational benefits are the military’s best
recruiting tool, and the GI bill must be modern-
ized to meet today’s demands.

However, while this measure provides a
stronger education package to the men and

women who choose to serve our country in
uniform, I regret that we could not have
achieved more.

Ultimately, unfortunately, the cost of this leg-
islation was considered too prohibitive after
the Administrations $1.35 billion tax cut.

Tax cuts precluded Mr. EVANS the ranking
member, from offering his amendment during
subcommittee mark-up of H.R. 1291, which
was abruptly canceled.

H.R. 320, the Montgomery GI Bill Improve-
ments Act, which Mr. EVANS intended to offer
as an amendment, would have significantly
improved educational benefits for veterans by
covering the full cost of tuition, fees, books
and supplies as well as provide a subsistence
allowance for those who enlist or reenlist for
four years.

Mr. FILNER’s amendment mirrors the objec-
tives of H.R. 320 and would give the Mont-
gomery GI bill a much needed boost and
move us closer to offering a competitive edu-
cation package for the men and women who
served our country with their military service.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York insist on his point of
order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I insist
on my point of order.

Mr. Chairman, I make a point of
order against the amendment because
it proposes to change existing law and
constitutes legislation in an appropria-
tion bill and therefore violates clause 2
of rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

This amendment includes an emer-
gency designation under section 251 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 and, as such,
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI, and I ask for a rul-
ing from the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
be heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER) is recog-
nized.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the technical basis for the point
of order. I know the commitment that
the Chair has for veterans, and I ask
the gentleman to see beyond the tech-
nicalities. The gentleman knows his
bill contains legislation that has not
come before this House. He knows his
bill contains emergency funds.

Mr. Chairman, this is not asking for
any radical kind of move for this
House. This is asking to make the com-
mitment to our Nation’s veterans that
we have in our budget, the ability to
do.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The Chair finds that the amendment
en bloc includes an emergency designa-
tion under section 251(b)(2)(a) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 in each con-
stituent part of the amendment en
bloc.
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Based on a ruling of the Chair on

June 19, 2000, on a similar amendment,
the amendment en bloc constitutes leg-
islation in violation of clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The point of order is sustained, and
the amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING

AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER AND RESCISSION OF
FUNDS)

For activities and assistance to prevent
the involuntary displacement of low-income
families, the elderly and the disabled be-
cause of the loss of affordable housing stock,
expiration of subsidy contracts (other than
contracts for which amounts are provided
under another heading in this Act) or expira-
tion of use restrictions, or other changes in
housing assistance arrangements, and for
other purposes, $16,334,242,000, of which
$640,000,000 shall be from unobligated bal-
ances from amounts recaptured from fiscal
year 2000 and prior years pursuant to a re-
duction in the amounts provided for Annual
Contributions Contract Reserve Accounts,
and amounts that are recaptured in this ac-
count to remain available until expended:
Provided, That not later than October 1, 2001,
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall reduce from sixty days to thir-
ty days the amount of reserve funds made
available to public housing authorities: Pro-
vided further, That of the total amount pro-
vided under this heading, $16,125,241,000, of
which $11,285,241,000 and the aforementioned
recaptures shall be available on October 1,
2001 and $4,200,000,000 shall be available on
October 1, 2002, shall be for assistance under
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as
amended (‘‘the Act’’ herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437):
Provided further, That the foregoing amounts
shall be for use in connection with expiring
or terminating section 8 subsidy contracts,
for amendments to section 8 subsidy con-
tracts, for enhanced vouchers (including
amendments and renewals) under any provi-
sion of law authorizing such assistance under
section 8(t) of the Act (47 U.S.C. 1437f(t)),
contract administrators, and contracts en-
tered into pursuant to section 441 of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act:
Provided further, That amounts available
under the first proviso under this heading
shall be available for section 8 rental assist-
ance under the Act: (1) for the relocation and
replacement of housing units that are demol-
ished or disposed of pursuant to the Omnibus
Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–134; Stat. 1321–
269); (2) for the conversion of section 23
projects to assistance under section 8; (3) for
funds to carry out the family unification
program; (4) for the relocation of witnesses
in connection with efforts to combat crime
in public and assisted housing pursuant to a
request from a law enforcement or prosecu-
tion agency; (5) for tenant protection assist-
ance, including replacement and relocation
assistance; and (6) for the 1-year renewal of
section 8 contracts for units in a project that
is subject to an approved plan of action
under the Emergency Low Income Housing
Preservation Act of 1987 or the Low-Income
Housing Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990: Provided further, That
of the total amount provided under this
heading, no less than $11,000,000 shall be
transferred to the Working Capital Fund for
the development and maintenance of infor-
mation technology systems: Provided further,

That of the total amount provided under this
heading, up to $197,246,000 shall be made
available for incremental vouchers under
section 8 of the Act, of which $157,334,000
shall be made available on a fair share basis
to those public housing agencies that have a
97 percent occupancy rate; and of which
$39,912,000 shall be made available to non-
elderly disabled families affected by the des-
ignation of a public housing development
under section 7 of the Act, the establishment
of preferences in accordance with section 651
of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13611), or the restriction
of occupancy to elderly families in accord-
ance with section 658 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
13618), and to the extent the Secretary deter-
mines that such amount is not needed to
fund applications for such affected families,
to other nonelderly disabled families: Pro-
vided further, That up to $195,600,730 from
amounts available under this heading may
be made available for administrative fees
and other expenses to cover the cost of ad-
ministering rental assistance programs
under section 8 of the Act: Provided further,
That the fee otherwise authorized under sec-
tion 8(q) of such Act shall be determined in
accordance with section 8(q), as in effect im-
mediately before the enactment of the Qual-
ity Housing and Work Responsibility Act of
1998: Provided further, That $886,000,000 is re-
scinded from unobligated balances remaining
from funds appropriated to the Department
of Housing and Urban Development under
this heading or the heading ‘‘Annual con-
tributions for assisted housing’’ or any other
heading for fiscal year 2001 and prior years:
Provided further, That any such balances gov-
erned by reallocation provisions under the
statute authorizing the program for which
the funds were originally appropriated shall
not be available for this rescission: Provided
further, That the Secretary shall have until
September 30, 2002, to meet the rescission in
the proviso preceding the immediately pre-
ceding proviso: Provided further, That any ob-
ligated balances of contract authority that
have been terminated shall be canceled.

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Public Housing Capital Fund Pro-
gram to carry out capital and management
activities for public housing agencies, as au-
thorized under section 9 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1437g), $2,555,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That,
hereafter, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law or any failure of the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to issue
regulations to carry out section 9(j) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437g(j)), such section is deemed to have
taken effect on October 1, 1998, and, except
as otherwise provided in this heading, shall
apply to all assistance made available under
this same heading on or after such date: Pro-
vided further, That of the total amount pro-
vided under this heading, in addition to
amounts otherwise allocated under this
heading, $262,000,000 shall be allocated for
such capital and management activities only
among public housing agencies that have ob-
ligated all assistance for the agency for fis-
cal years 1998 and 1999 made available under
this same heading in accordance with the re-
quirements under paragraphs (1) and (2) of
section 9(j) of such Act (except that the pro-
visions of section 9(j)(4) shall not apply to
such amounts): Provided further, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law or
regulation, the Secretary may not delegate
to any Department official other than the
Deputy Secretary any authority under para-
graph (2) of such section 9(j) regarding the
extension of the time periods under such sec-

tion for obligation of amounts made avail-
able for fiscal year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, or
2002: Provided further, That notwithstanding
the first proviso and paragraphs (3) and (5)(B)
of such section 9(j), if at any time before the
effectiveness of final regulations issued by
the Secretary under section 6(j) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437d(j)) providing for assessment of public
housing agencies and designation of high-
performing agencies, any amounts made
available under the public housing Capital
Fund for fiscal year 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 re-
main unobligated in violation of paragraph
(1) of such section 9(j) or unexpended in vio-
lation of paragraph (5)(A) of such section 9(j),
the Secretary shall immediately recapture
any such amounts and reallocate such
amounts among public housing agencies
that, at the time of such reallocation, are
not in violation of any requirement under
paragraph (1) or (5)(A) of such section: Pro-
vided further, That for purposes of this head-
ing, the term ‘‘obligate’’ means, with respect
to amounts, that the amounts are subject to
a binding agreement that will result in out-
lays immediately or in the future: Provided
further, That of the total amount provided
under this heading, up to $51,000,000 shall be
for carrying out activities under section 9(h)
of such Act, of which up to $10,000,000 shall
be for the provision of remediation services
to public housing agencies identified as
‘‘troubled’’ under the Section 8 Management
Assessment Program: Provided further, That
of the total amount provided under this
heading, up to $500,000 shall be for lease ad-
justments to section 23 projects, and no less
than $43,000,000 shall be transferred to the
Working Capital Fund for the development
and maintenance of information technology
systems: Provided further, That no funds may
be used under this heading for the purposes
specified in section 9(k) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended: Provided
further, That of the total amount provided
under this heading, up to $75,000,000 shall be
available for the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to make grants to public
housing agencies for emergency capital
needs resulting from emergencies and nat-
ural disasters in fiscal year 2002.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
ILLINOIS

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois:
In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC

AND INDIAN HOUSING—PUBLIC HOUSING CAP-
ITAL FUND’’, after the aggregate dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$100,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—REVITALIZATION OF SE-
VERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC HOUSING (HOPE
VI)’’, after the aggregate dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$100,000,000)’’.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
the concentration of poverty, any way
one looks at it, simply stated is not
productive. It is inhumane, unethical.
It is not diverse and does not work.

According to the 1999 census data,
32.3 million people in the United States
live in poverty. That gives us a poverty
rate of 11.8 percent. The National Coa-
lition reports as many as 3 million peo-
ple are homeless during the course of a
year. Of this number, 80,000 of them are
in the City of Chicago. The concept of
mixing income in neighborhoods offers
the best practice of hope for low-in-
come individuals.
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Chicago, one of the most poverty-

stricken cities in the Nation, has a tre-
mendous need to uplift the quality of
life for its residents. Currently, in Chi-
cago the Robert Taylor and Rockwell
Gardens developments, two of the most
well-known public housing develop-
ments in the country, are in separate
need of Hope VI funding which will
allow integration and economic pros-
perity.

I stand today, Mr. Chairman, to beg,
to implore, to appeal to the entire
107th Congress, and to argue to in-
crease the funding for this program by
$100 million. Hope VI provides dis-
advantaged families and communities
across the country with opportunities
for revitalization and new chances,
chances for advancement.

All of us would probably agree, Mr.
Chairman, that it is time to tear down
the high-rise public housing develop-
ments, the high-rises, as we know
them, the concentrations of poverty.
These families need hope and an ade-
quate chance. It is time to fight inner
city crime, teen pregnancy, high unem-
ployment, which are all concentrated
in the urban ghettos that exist in this
Nation centered around high-rise pub-
lic housing developments.

b 2015

To improve the quality of life for
these families, it is necessary to im-
prove the quality of public housing. We
can do that by providing the necessary
support services, the programs, that
encourage residents to go to school,
find employment, develop careers, and
realize a better quality of life. All of
this is found in HOPE VI.

By 1999, HOPE VI had provided bene-
fits to 7,840 current resident families,
including 4,076 families relocated to
section 8 in new units, 5,668 new fami-
lies in revitalized development, 1,969
families leaving TANF, and a 98 per-
cent increase of youth participation in
self-sufficiency programs. HOPE VI had
achieved leveraged ratios of 31 cents
for every dollar in 1993 and increased
this ratio to $2.07 by 1999. HOPE VI re-
vitalization has reduced the average
density of on-site development from 23
to 11 and the average percentage of
very low income families from 92 to 35
percent. The ultimate outcome of these
developments has improved the quality
of life for residents of HOPE VI devel-
opments and better integration into
the overall community.

The city of Chicago has a bold new
transformation plan for public housing,
and, that is to replace the high-rises
with mixed-income housing where indi-
viduals can interact with different-type
persons across the board. But that
transformation plan is contingent upon
being able to receive assistance from
HOPE VI. Unless there is adequate
funding for HOPE VI, then we run the
risk of going to the well and there
being no water, of going to the trough
and there being no substance.

And so I would urge, Mr. Chairman,
that we support this amendment and

continue to give hope to the millions of
people who need hope and can receive
it through the HOPE VI program.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would cut $100 million from the Public
Housing Capital Fund in order to in-
crease the HOPE VI program. As has
been discussed today, we have already
reduced the capital program for public
housing. So I do not think it is a good
idea to go any further.

The bill provides for $573 million in
the HOPE VI program which is at the
same level as last year. As the gen-
tleman knows, the bill already includes
a reduction below last year for capital
fund based on the unspent fund prob-
lem. There are approximately $7 billion
in unspent funds in the capital fund.
There has been a lot of discussion and
opposition to cutting it further or even
cutting it that much. However, we do
maintain funding for those public hous-
ing authorities which are actually
spending their funds.

The gentleman’s amendment would
cut $100 million of the $262 million we
have targeted to those high-performing
public housing authorities in order to
provide a 17 percent increase in HOPE
VI. While I appreciate his support for
HOPE VI, I must point out that, like
the Public Housing Capital Fund,
HOPE VI is another account where
there are significant amounts of
unspent funds. In fact, there are over $3
billion in unspent HOPE VI funds. So
while I share the gentleman’s support
for the program, I cannot support cut-
ting the capital fund further in order
to provide a 17 percent increase in the
HOPE VI program and, therefore, I
urge the rejection of the amendment.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, if someone is doing an
illustrated dictionary and needs per-
haps a metaphorical or a dictionary of
figures of speech and wants to illus-
trate the phrase ‘‘robbing Peter to pay
Paul,’’ that is the dilemma we are in
now.

I know the gentleman from Illinois
who cares deeply about lower income
people is as unhappy as many of us on
this side in particular are at this kind
of choice. I admire his commitment to
the HOPE VI program which has been a
very important one, because HOPE VI
has been extremely useful in my dis-
trict. My dilemma is that we also have
a problem with public housing capital
funds. And so, Mr. Chairman, Members
who are undecided as to how to vote on
this will get no guidance from me.
They seem on the whole to do without
that in general, so that is okay. But
this is important because it underlines
the tragedy that this bill represents. It
quite literally sets the poor against the
poor, lower income working people
against lower income working people,
public housing against subsidized hous-
ing for the elderly, anticrime/drug ef-
forts in public housing against efforts
to rehabilitate that housing.

This indicates how terribly inad-
equate this bill is. The gentleman from
New York said no matter how much
money there was, people would say it
was inadequate. I have to tell him he is
wrong, and I hope he will test us some-
day. Come in here with a bill that does
not cut virtually every program in real
terms.

Let us talk about the public housing
situation. The public housing operating
budget is cut in real terms. We are told
it gets an increase, but out of that in-
crease they are supposed to pay the
higher utility bills. By the way, the
Secretary of HUD when he testified be-
fore our committee and was asked
what the budget assumed, the oper-
ating budget for public housing regard-
ing fuel bills, he told us he did not en-
dorse this. He, as a good soldier, told us
that the Energy Department had in-
structed him to say that the expecta-
tion is that fuel bills next year will be
lower for the housing authorities and,
therefore, they were to get less money
for that. They are to get some addi-
tional money and out of that pay for
the public housing drug elimination
program. On the capital funds, it has
already been reduced some. We are
told, well, it is reduced because they
have not spent it all. They have not
spent it all in part because you do not
spend responsibly right away, you have
to do capital planning, and they are
doing this.

This bill underfunds virtually every
category where we are dealing with
housing. Public housing in particular
deserves our attention. I quoted before
the President’s laudable sentiment
that he would not leave any child be-
hind. More poor children live in public
housing than in any other segment ob-
viously of our society.

And we are talking about this ter-
rible choice. The gentleman from Illi-
nois is not attacking public housing.
The HOPE VI program helps public
housing. What we are talking about
here, as he correctly brings to us with
this amendment, is this terrible choice
about public housing. Which aspect of
it will we underfund the worst? Will we
let the projects deteriorate in general
with inadequate capital funding? Will
we allow, under HOPE VI, some con-
centration to improve them?

There are other areas of problems. I
will be getting later to the question of
the Federal Housing Administration. I
want to stress again, it is not simply
the poor and lower income working
people who are being hurt by this Con-
gress’ failure and this administration’s
refusal adequately to fund things, the
FHA program that builds multiple fam-
ily housing for middle-income people
has been shut down for months for
want of $40 million; and it will turn out
later that they are, in fact, over-
charging in other FHA programs, we
are told by more than $50 million.

So this amendment is to me a ter-
rible dilemma. We have two very valu-
able programs that serve the poorest
people in this society, and we have to
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choose between them. The President
said we need to do a tax cut of that
magnitude because it is not the govern-
ment’s money, it is the people’s money.
People live in public housing. The gov-
ernment does not live in public hous-
ing. The residents of public housing are
people who are in need. This dilemma
is brought upon us by that irrespon-
sible tax cut.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) will be
postponed.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I had planned to offer
an amendment regarding the National
Science Foundation, an amendment
that would help assure some much-
needed expertise in scientific project
management for the National Science
Foundation. Rather than offer an
amendment that might not have an ap-
propriate dollar amount, I would like
to engage in a colloquy with the distin-
guished gentleman from New York con-
cerning the construction of scientific
facilities and instruments provided in
the National Science Foundation ap-
propriation.

First let me congratulate the gen-
tleman from New York and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations as well as his
staff for the well-thought-out NSF ap-
propriation. As he knows, NSF’s pri-
mary mission includes funding peer-re-
viewed, investigator-initiated research
by individuals or small groups. This is
an operation that the NSF has man-
aged well. However, NSF has seen its
role in funding larger projects such as
the construction of radio and optical
telescopes expand significantly in re-
cent years. Problems encountered in
the management of some of these
projects and concerns raised by the
NSF inspector general suggest that the
NSF may not have an adequate plan,
adequate experience or adequate re-
sources with which to effectively over-
see these large-ticket projects. Indeed,
language in the President’s budget
blueprint directs NSF to develop a plan
‘‘to enhance its capability to estimate
costs and provide oversight of project
development and construction.’’

Does the Committee on Appropria-
tions share these concerns?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. We do. The Committee
on Appropriations shares the gentle-
man’s concern concerning the current
lack of oversight for project manage-
ment within the National Science
Foundation. In its March 2000 report to

Congress, the Inspector General of the
National Science Foundation reported
that ‘‘NSF does not have adequate poli-
cies and procedures in place to address
the complex problems involved in over-
seeing and administering large infra-
structure awards.’’ This is why the
committee report included language di-
recting NSF to establish project man-
agement procedures and accounting
systems.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Reclaiming
my time, I think that is excellent. The
National Science Foundation is cur-
rently drafting a facilities manage-
ment and oversight plan and is ex-
pected to present a final draft to the
National Science Board at their August
meeting. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Research, I will be hold-
ing a hearing early in September to re-
view this policy and try to ensure that
it will adequately address concerns
with regard to accounting, appropriate
management, and construction over-
sight of NSF projects.

Scientific experiments are, by their
nature, high-risk ventures that chal-
lenge the state of the art, if you will,
in a number of technologies. As a re-
sult, these projects require rigorous
cost and schedule control systems so
that management can identify prob-
lems early and minimize the impact on
the total project cost and success. Just
as importantly, these projects require
a management team that is extremely
knowledgeable about the underlying
science and has extensive experience in
the management of large-scale, com-
plex scientific projects.

I hope that our two committees can
continue to work together to ensure
that NSF has the resources and per-
sonnel it needs to manage these large,
taxpayer-supported projects.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, the com-
mittee shares the gentleman’s goal of
providing NSF with sufficient re-
sources to adequately manage and safe-
guard the taxpayer’s investment. As he
noted, NSF is increasingly involved in
the construction of these large complex
scientific experiments and facilities. It
is also increasingly reliant on detailees
and other temporary employees to sup-
plement their Federal workforce. A
cadre of experienced Federal project
management professionals would cer-
tainly improve the institutional mem-
ory and accountability within NSF.
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Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I look forward to continue work-
ing with the gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH), and certainly the
ranking member, to assure that we
maintain the high standards for qual-
ity in research equipment and con-
struction projects as has been very evi-
dent in the excellent past work of NSF
in research.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for bringing this issue
before us. I look forward to working
with the gentleman in the future.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For payments to public housing agencies
for the operation and management of public
housing, as authorized by section 9(e) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed (42 U.S.C. 1437g(e)), $3,494,868,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2003: Pro-
vided, That of the total amount provided
under this heading, $10,000,000 shall be pro-
vided to the Office of Inspector General for
Operation Safe Home: Provided further, That
of the total amount provided under this
heading, $10,000,000 shall be for programs, as
determined appropriate by the Attorney
General, which assist in the investigation,
prosecution, and prevention of violent
crimes and drug offenses in public and feder-
ally-assisted low-income housing: Provided
further, That funds made available in the
previous proviso shall be administered by the
Department of Justice through a reimburs-
able agreement with the Department of
Housing and Urban Development: Provided
further, That no funds may be used under
this heading for the purposes specified in sec-
tion 9(k) of the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended.

REVITALIZATION OF SEVERELY DISTRESSED
PUBLIC HOUSING (HOPE VI)

For grants to public housing agencies for
demolition, site revitalization, replacement
housing, and tenant-based assistance grants
to projects as authorized by section 24 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed, $573,735,000 to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, of which the Secretary may
use up to $5,000,000 for technical assistance
and contract expertise, to be provided di-
rectly or indirectly by grants, contracts or
cooperative agreements, including training
and cost of necessary travel for participants
in such training, by or to officials and em-
ployees of the department and of public
housing agencies and to residents: Provided,
That none of such funds shall be used di-
rectly or indirectly by granting competitive
advantage in awards to settle litigation or
pay judgments, unless expressly permitted
herein.

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the Native American Housing Block
Grants program, as authorized under title I
of the Native American Housing Assistance
and Self-Determination Act of 1996
(NAHASDA) (25 U.S.C. 411 et seq.),
$648,570,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,200,000 shall be con-
tracted through the Secretary as technical
assistance and capacity building to be used
by the National American Indian Housing
Council in support of the implementation of
NAHASDA; of which $5,000,000 shall be to
support the inspection of Indian housing
units, contract expertise, and technical as-
sistance in the training, oversight, and man-
agement of Indian housing and tenant-based
assistance, including up to $300,000 for re-
lated travel; and of which no less than
$2,000,000 shall be transferred to the Working
Capital Fund for the development and main-
tenance of information technology systems:
Provided, That of the amount provided under
this heading, $5,987,000 shall be made avail-
able for the cost of guaranteed notes and
other obligations, as authorized by title VI
of NAHASDA: Provided further, That such
costs, including the costs of modifying such
notes and other obligations, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize the total principal amount of any
notes and other obligations, any part of
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which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed
$52,726,000: Provided further, That for admin-
istrative expenses to carry out the guaran-
teed loan program, up to $150,000 from
amounts in the first proviso, which shall be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’, to be
used only for the administrative costs of
these guarantees.

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as au-
thorized by section 184 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1992 (12
U.S.C. 1715z–13a), $5,987,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That such
costs, including the costs of modifying such
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided further, That these funds are
available to subsidize total loan principal,
any part of which is to be guaranteed, not to
exceed $234,283,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the guaranteed loan program, up
to $200,000 from amounts in the first para-
graph, which shall be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries
and expenses’’, to be used only for the ad-
ministrative costs of these guarantees.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH
AIDS

For carrying out the Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons with AIDS program, as au-
thorized by the AIDS Housing Opportunity
Act (42 U.S.C. 12901), $277,432,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2003: Provided,
That the Secretary may use up to $2,000,000
of the funds under this heading for training,
oversight, and technical assistance activi-
ties.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For assistance to units of State and local
government, and to other entities, for eco-
nomic and community development activi-
ties, and for other purposes, $4,801,993,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2003:
Provided, That of the amount provided,
$4,399,300,000 is for carrying out the commu-
nity development block grant program under
title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974, as amended (the ‘‘Act’’
herein) (42 U.S.C. 5301): Provided further, That
$69,000,000 shall be for grants to Indian tribes
notwithstanding section 106(a)(1) of such
Act; $3,300,000 shall be available as a grant to
the Housing Assistance Council; $2,794,000
shall be available as a grant to the National
American Indian Housing Council; $5,000,000
shall be available as a grant to the National
Housing Development Corporation, for oper-
ating expenses not to exceed $2,000,000 and
for a program of affordable housing acquisi-
tion and rehabilitation; $5,000,000 shall be
available as a grant to the National Council
of La Raza for the HOPE Fund, of which
$500,000 is for technical assistance and fund
management, and $4,500,000 is for invest-
ments in the HOPE Fund and financing to af-
filiated organizations; and $34,424,000 shall be
for grants pursuant to section 107 of the Act:
Provided further, That no less than $15,000,000
shall be transferred to the Working Capital
Fund for the development and maintenance
of information technology systems: Provided
further, That $21,956,000 shall be for grants
pursuant to the Self Help Housing Oppor-
tunity Program: Provided further, That not
to exceed 20 percent of any grant made with
funds appropriated under this heading (other
than a grant made available in this para-
graph to the Housing Assistance Council or

the National American Indian Housing Coun-
cil, or a grant using funds under section
107(b)(3) of the Act) shall be expended for
‘‘Planning and Management Development’’
and ‘‘Administration’’ as defined in regula-
tions promulgated by the Department.
AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MS. VELAZQUEZ

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 22 offered by Ms. VELAZ-
QUEZ:

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—COMMU-
NITY DEVELOPMENT FUND’’, after the aggre-
gate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—COMMU-
NITY DEVELOPMENT FUND’’, after the dollar
amount specified for Youthbuild program ac-
tivities, insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$10,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘MAN-
AGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION—SALARIES AND
EXPENSES’’, after the aggregate dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$10,000,000)’’.

(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment will increase funding for
the YouthBuild program by $10 million.
We are in the midst of an affordable
housing crisis in this country. One of
our most basic needs is to increase ac-
cess to safe, affordable housing. That is
why I am so concerned about the sig-
nificant underfunding of so many of
our most vital housing programs. Not
only do many of our communities face
a shortage of housing stock, but much
of what is currently available is in dis-
repair and cannot be lived in.

That is where YouthBuild comes in.
This program involves young people in
meaningful work in their communities,
constructing or rehabilitating much-
needed homes for homeless and low-in-
come people. Projects range from reha-
bilitating 10-unit buildings to con-
structing new single-family homes.

Finished buildings are rented as af-
fordable housing. Sometimes they rep-
resent opportunities for low-income
community residents to buy their first
homes. As a result, housing that is sub-
standard is transformed into attractive
homes in communities where there is a
critical need for housing.

As my colleagues are aware, the
YouthBuild program provides grants
on a competitive basis to nonprofit or-
ganizations to assist high-risk youth
between the ages of 16 to 24 to learn
housing construction job skills and to
complete their high school education.
What is more, program participants en-
hance their skills as they construct or
rehabilitate affordable housing for low-
and moderate-income persons. In fact,
to date, more than 7,000 units of hous-
ing have been produced by YouthBuild
participants.

As they develop these marketable
skills which will allow them to secure

future employment, they are contrib-
uting to the revitalization of their
community, and they are doing it in
conjunction with the many commu-
nity-based organizations, local small
businesses and international corpora-
tions who have provided matching
funds for these programs.

YouthBuild is currently training
6,500 people at 145 sites in 43 States.
While this is certainly commendable,
we could and should be reaching so
many more people and places. In fiscal
year 2000, HUD received 273 YouthBuild
applications but could only fund 78 of
them. And while we should be increas-
ing funding for this important program
to allow every applicant to receive
funding, it is instead funded well below
the need.

What do we say to an 18-year-old kid
who wants to get into the construction
trade but cannot get training? ‘‘I am
sorry, the funding is not there. You
will have to find another way.’’

Although YouthBuild deserves a sig-
nificant increase, given the current
budget restraints, I am merely asking
that this vital program receive an addi-
tional $10 million in fiscal year 2002.
With this increase, we will provide aid
to over 100 communities nationwide.

My amendment offsets this increase
by taking an equivalent amount from
HUD’s Salaries and Expenses account,
which receives a $25 million increase.
It stands to reason that if we can af-
ford the money to implement a pro-
gram that requires our neediest citi-
zens to work for free, then we should
provide the funding necessary to give
these people access to job training.

This is an amendment that everyone
can support. If one supports promoting
self-sufficiency and community in-
volvement for at-risk youth, one
should support the YouthBuild pro-
gram. If one agrees that we are in a
housing crisis and affordable housing
that these programs produce will be
valuable to our communities, one
should vote for this amendment.

I hope that Members will support
this amendment and work with me to
begin a dialogue on the productive,
successful means of promoting self-suf-
ficiency.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Velazquez amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am reluctant to op-
pose my good friend and colleague from
New York who does such a great job for
our State, but its difficulty is that the
cut that has been proposed in the HUD
Salaries and Expenses account would
force HUD to either cut over 100 staff
members in order to provide the 17 per-
cent increase in YouthBuild, or find
some other accommodation, which I
think would dramatically affect HUD’s
ability to operate and administer its
programs.

Last year, the YouthBuild program
received a 17 percent increase in the
fiscal year 2001 bill, and that increase
was maintained in 2002.
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This is obviously a very difficult

choice, but I would ask Members to
stay with the subcommittee bill; and,
therefore, I would oppose the amend-
ment, which would provide another sig-
nificant increase to a program that was
increased dramatically last year at the
expense of HUD’s staff.

Therefore, I urge rejection of the
amendment.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Sonoma County
People for Economic Opportunity in
Santa Rosa, California, my district, op-
erates a successful YouthBuild pro-
gram, one that could actually be set up
as a model across this Nation.

I am absolutely pleased and proud to
stand in strong support of this amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) to increase
funding for YouthBuild. In fact, if I had
my way, we would set a path in this
Nation so that every single year we
would increase the YouthBuild pro-
gram by at least 17 percent.

While building and remodeling homes
for low-income families, YouthBuild-
Santa Rosa participants literally re-
build their own lives. YouthBuild par-
ticipants, who are unemployed young
people between the ages of 16 and 24,
learn construction skills that start
them down a career path to a lifetime
of well-paid jobs, jobs they can actu-
ally afford to raise a family on.

If a participant does not have a high
school diploma, it is possible, encour-
aged and mandated that they complete
their education, with strong support
from mentors, tutors and learning labs.

YouthBuild programs help young
people to develop personal and family
living skills as they develop their life
goals and their life plans. We know
they do a good job, because 85 percent
of the participants who completed
their YouthBuild program went on to
either attend college or to take good
jobs. With the tools and skills they
learn at YouthBuild, young people take
control over their future. They do not
become a burden to their communities.
They do become contributors to their
communities and to our country.

YouthBuild programs are great in-
vestments. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Velazquez amendment; and I
urge that we increase the funding for
YouthBuild, not just this year but
every year in the future.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, every-
body says that they want to do things
for young people. They recognize they
are a special problem. But when you
have a perfect program like
YouthBuild, we have a great deal of
difficulty getting it continued and ex-
panded.

YouthBuild is the perfect program in
terms of maximum participation and
use of resources by the people who are

being helped and minimum bureauc-
racy, minimum overhead. I have a
YouthBuild program in my district,
and it functions in the poorest commu-
nity in my district, in one of the poor-
est communities in the United States.

Brownsville is a community that has
many indices that run parallel in a
negative way. No matter how you look
at it, the number of young people who
are in juvenile delinquency programs,
the number of AIDS cases, the low
level of education, the low reading lev-
els, that community has every strike
against it, and young people have a
rough time.

But the YouthBuild program has a
director who came aboard several years
ago and said, ‘‘If you want to be in this
program, no alcohol, no drugs. You
have got to be here on time, and you
have got to be here frequently. One or
two absences, and you are out.’’ Yet
the program has a long waiting list.

Young people see the program as hav-
ing a concrete and immediate con-
sequence. They see themselves being
able to get a job. They also are re-
quired to get a high school diploma at
the same time.

You have some other features in this
program which run parallel to some of
the kinds of things that are being
talked about at great length nowadays,
the faith-based initiatives.

The program that runs in my com-
munity would not be there if it was not
for the Episcopal Diocese working in
cooperation with the community. A
large investment was made by the
Episcopal Diocese. They have helped to
keep the program going and develop it,
and now the program has been able to
get funding from other sources.

YouthBuild on a national level has
been able now to attract funding from
foundations and from private industry.
It is the model of a kind of partnership
program that we should all be striving
for.

But let us not let the willingness of
the private sector to invest or the will-
ingness of foundations to invest be a
cop-out for the Federal Government.
Why should we bow out of a program
that costs very small amounts of
money, and I think we are talking
about a $10 million increase here?
Every year we have asked for very
small increases, and the money is defi-
nitely directed into the activities and
the programs which help the young
people.

It has a double impact, of course: the
training for the young people, and then
they actually do renovation and recon-
struction of housing that poor people
are able to go into.

So I would like to have us send a
message out there, that we are no
longer going to continue the present
trend of backing away from the spon-
sorship of meaningful youth programs.
In the Department of Labor, we have
moved away from the Summer Youth
Employment Program. Programs for
young people have been relegated to
the States to continue. The Summer

Youth Employment Program, which
was so vital, some States are doing a
good job, some are not. But we backed
away from that vital program. In gen-
eral, the funding for youth programs
has gone down in the Department of
Labor, job training programs of the
type offered by YouthBuild.

At the same time that we are back-
ing away from job training programs,
the programs that are meaningful in
terms of providing occupational devel-
opment for young people, shortages of
all kinds keep developing. We are being
told now that school construction in
New York City is costing too much be-
cause they have a shortage of skilled
craftsmen.
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We do not have enough carpenters;
we do not have enough sheet metal
people in the construction industry. We
are having a problem of being over-
priced because of the great pressure
where the demand is greater than the
supply in terms of skilled personnel.

Some years ago, we backed away
from vocational education in New York
City and the Federal Government. And
we also ratcheted up the effort to pro-
vide vocational education to a new cat-
egory we call technical education, and
we got so technical until it got away
from the education of youngsters who
could go into some trades that pay
very well and that are in demand.
Youth Build brings us back to the re-
ality that there are large numbers of
young people who will not stay in
school they will not go to college, but
they are serious and they will respond
to an effort where they see a concrete
benefit at the end. Youth Build offers a
concrete benefit at the end. They have
a job doing something in the neighbor-
hood, doing something that not only
pays well to begin with, but it promises
to pay more and more, and they are en-
couraged to go into the apprenticeship
programs of the various trades.

So for $10 million we get $1 billion
worth of response in terms of helping
young people. I urge a yes vote for this
important amendment.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I will not take the 5 minutes. I just
wonder how many of my colleagues,
particularly the chairman and others
on the other side of the aisle, who
would restrict this program have vis-
ited one. I visited them twice in my
district, and it is an inspiration to see
young people who have dropped out,
who are at risk, whose lives could end
up being a total mess, back in school
and learning construction skills and
building housing for low-income fami-
lies.

Now, what could be a more efficient
and more productive use of Federal
dollars for housing? We are taking at-
risk kids, diverting them from prob-
lems, giving them education, teaching
them construction skills and building
housing for low-income people. This
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program could use a 50 percent or a 100
percent increase every year and put
tens of thousands of kids back on the
right track.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very modest amendment to increase
this program.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to strike the requisite number of
words.

I thank the gentlewoman from New York for
offering this amendment.

I strongly support her efforts to increase the
appropriation for YouthBuild by $10 million.
The current level of $60 million in the bill flat
funds this laudable program—a program that
helps at-risk youth learn valuable skills ena-
bling them to gain employment and ultimately
break the cycle of poverty. This $10 million in-
crease will make a significant difference.

YouthBuild students work across the coun-
try, including in my city and state. In New York
City, the unemployment rate is above the na-
tional average, and a significant number of
these unemployed New Yorkers are young
people. Programs like YouthBuild can have a
positive impact on our nation’s young adults.

The program offers job training, education,
counseling, and leadership opportunities to un-
employed and out-of-school young adults,
ages 16–24, through the construction and re-
habilitation of affordable housing in their own
communities. Many graduates go on to con-
struction-related jobs or college.

YouthBuild works in conjunction with Com-
munity Based Organizations, local small busi-
nesses, and international corporations who
provide matching funds for these programs.

This is a great initiative we all can support.
Not only does YouthBuild help individual
young people, but their work benefits many
low-income families in our neighborhoods.

I support the Valázquez amendment.
I urge my colleagues to invest in our young

people!
Vote in favor of this amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-

bate on the pending amendment?
Hearing none, the question is on the

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

Of the amount made available under this
heading, $29,387,000 shall be made available
for capacity building, of which $24,945,000
shall be made available for ‘‘Capacity Build-
ing for Community Development and Afford-
able Housing’’ for LISC and the Enterprise
Foundation for activities as authorized by
section 4 of the HUD Demonstration Act of
1993 (42 U.S.C. 9816 note), as in effect imme-
diately before June 12, 1997, with not less
than $4,989,000 of the funding to be used in

rural areas, including tribal areas, and of
which $4,442,000 shall be for capacity building
activities administered by Habitat for Hu-
manity International.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development may use up to $54,879,000 for
supportive services for public housing resi-
dents, as authorized by section 34 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed, and for residents of housing assisted
under the Native American Housing Assist-
ance and Self-Determination Act of 1996
(NAHASDA) and for grants for service coor-
dinators and congregate services for the el-
derly and disabled residents of public and as-
sisted housing and housing assisted under
NAHASDA.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, $25,000,000 shall be available for
neighborhood initiatives that are utilized to
improve the conditions of distressed and
blighted areas and neighborhoods, to stimu-
late investment, economic diversification,
and community revitalization in areas with
population outmigration or a stagnating or
declining economic base, or to determine
whether housing benefits can be integrated
more effectively with welfare reform initia-
tives: Provided, that any unobligated bal-
ances of amounts set aside for neighborhood
initiatives in fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, and
2001 may be utilized for any of the foregoing
purposes.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, $59,868,000 shall be available for
YouthBuild program activities authorized by
subtitle D of title IV of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act, as
amended, and such activities shall be an eli-
gible activity with respect to any funds
made available under this heading: Provided,
That local YouthBuild programs that dem-
onstrate an ability to leverage private and
nonprofit funding shall be given a priority
for YouthBuild funding: Provided further,
That no more than ten percent of any grant
award may be used for administrative costs:
Provided further, That of the amount pro-
vided under this paragraph, $2,000,000 shall be
set aside and made available for a grant to
YouthBuild USA for capacity building for
community development and affordable
housing activities as specified in section 4 of
the HUD Demonstration Act of 1993, as
amended.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, $77,000,000 shall be available for
grants for the Economic Development Initia-
tive (EDI) to finance a variety of economic
development efforts.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEES
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of guaranteed loans,
$14,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, as authorized by section 108
of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided, That such
costs, including the cost of modifying such
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided further, That these funds are
available to subsidize total loan principal,
any part of which is to be guaranteed, not to
exceed $608,696,000, notwithstanding any ag-
gregate limitation on outstanding obliga-
tions guaranteed in section 108(k) of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974, as amended: Provided further, That in
addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the guaranteed loan program,
$1,000,000, which shall be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries
and expenses’’.

BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT

For Economic Development Grants, as
authorized by section 108(q) of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974, as
amended, for Brownfields redevelopment
projects, $25,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall make these grants available on a
competitive basis as specified in section 102
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment Reform Act of 1989.

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the HOME investment partnerships
program, as authorized under title II of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act, as amended, $1,996,040,000 to re-
main available until September 30, 2003: Pro-
vided, That of the total amount provided
under this heading, $200,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Downpayment Assistance Initia-
tive, subject to the enactment of subsequent
legislation authorizing such initiative: Pro-
vided further, That should legislation author-
izing such initiative not be enacted by June
30, 2002, amounts designated in the previous
proviso shall become available for any such
purpose authorized under title II of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act, as amended: Provided further, That of
the total amount provided under this head-
ing, up to $20,000,000 shall be available for
Housing Counseling under section 106 of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968;
and no less than $17,000,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund for the
development and maintenance of informa-
tion technology systems.

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. LA FALCE

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mr. LA-
FALCE:

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COM-
MUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—HOME
INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM’’, after
the aggregate dollar amount, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(reduced by $100,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COM-
MUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—HOME
INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM’’, after
the dollar amount specified for the Downpay-
ment Assistance Initiative, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(reduced by $100,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COM-
MUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—HOME-
LESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS’’, after the aggre-
gate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $122,600,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘MAN-
AGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION—SALARIES AND
EXPENSES’’, after the aggregate dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$22,600,000)’’.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, which the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) and I are of-
fering jointly, would restore funding
cuts made in the bill to vital homeless
prevention programs in order to pro-
vide sufficient funding to renew expir-
ing rental assistance grants for the dis-
abled, the mentally ill, veterans, and
other individuals at risk of homeless-
ness.

One year ago, in a very bipartisan ef-
fort, Congress was forced to take emer-
gency action to reinstate funding for
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the renewal of homeless Shelter Plus
Care, and SHP permanent housing
grants which HUD did not renew as
part of its continuum of care funding
process. This rescued thousands of our
most vulnerable Americans from losing
their rental assistance and from be-
coming homeless. In my district alone,
almost 200 very low income individuals
were threatened with the loss of assist-
ance and the loss of a home.

Learning from this experience, last
year’s House-passed VA–HUD appro-
priations bill authorized renewal of ex-
piring Shelter Plus Care grants
through the section 8 certificate fund,
which would have eliminated the risk
of nonrenewal. In conference, the
House and Senate agreed to a similar
approach establishing a separate $100
million account for expiring Shelter
Plus Care grants and directing HUD to
develop a mechanism to renew expiring
SHP permanent housing grants. Early
this year, the administration’s budget
request was to continue funding this
separate renewal account in the
amount of $100 million.

So it seems inexplicable to me that
the majority has elected to cut this
$100 million renewal account. The ef-
fect is to reduce funding for homeless
programs by $100 million and put tens
of thousands of individuals at risk of
losing their rental assistance.

The National Alliance to End Home-
lessness, which strongly supports the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
California and myself, has written that
projects would be shut down in the best
of circumstances under this bill, and
further pointed out that effective plan-
ning would be impossible, and that
local communities would be in grave
doubt about the ongoing viability of
existing projects.

The National Alliance for the Men-
tally Ill has written in strong support
of our amendment and notes that the
bill would have the effect of undoing
last year’s farsighted decision by Con-
gress to promote long-term stable
funding from HUD and threatened to
disrupt successful local programs.

This amendment of the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) and myself
would avert this crisis by restoring the
$100 million cut made to the account to
renew Shelter Plus Care grants and
providing an additional $22.6 million to
renew all SHP permanent housing
grants. Specifically, the bill increases
the homeless assistance grants account
by $122.6 million with the intent in
conference to establish a reliable
source of renewals, either through the
section 8 account or a separate renewal
account.

I understand that the majority will
argue, as it does in their committee re-
port, that action is not needed at this
time to address renewal needs. The
problem is that grants which expire on
October 1, 2002 and later have no source
of funding to renew such grants, except
to apply for funding under the fiscal
2002 continuum of care competition.
This is because the account established

last year for renewals may not be used
to renew any grants expiring after fis-
cal year 2002.

This exposes tens of thousands of at-
risk families to the same risk of non-
renewal that we faced last year. How-
ever, even if such renewal grants are
approved under the competitive award
process, many projects will run out of
money, and that is because the con-
tinuum of care awards have histori-
cally been made in December, months
after many of the grants run out of
money. It is for these reasons that all
of the groups that deal with these pro-
grams say that the bill does not ade-
quately address the problem of renew-
als.

I understand that the majority will argue, as
it does in their committee report, that action is
not needed at this time to address renewal
needs. The problem is that grants which ex-
pire on October 1st, 2002 and later have no
source of funding to renew such grants—ex-
cept to apply for funding under the FY 2002
continuum of care competition. This is be-
cause the account established last year for re-
newals may not be used to renew any grants
expiring after fiscal year 2002.

Finally, I would like to briefly anticipate ob-
jections the majority may have with our off-
set—the 50 percent reduction in new funding
the bill provides for the administration’s pro-
posed $200 million Downpayment Assistance
Initiative. $100 million is more than enough
money in the first year for a program that has
not even been authorized. If this program is so
important, I would ask why the Housing Sub-
committee has not even held a hearing on this
initiative.

It would also ironic be ironic if the majority
insists on $200 million for this initiative, when
its very first action on taking over the House
six years ago was to eliminate the $50 million
in funding for a virtually identical program, the
National Homeownership Trust Act, which also
block granted funds to states for down pay-
ment assistance.

It is interesting to note Republican argu-
ments at that time, that a down payment block
grant program authorizes nothing that is not
currently allowed under HOME and CDBG.
That argument is still valid; apparently the ma-
jority no longer wants to emphasize this fact.
$6 billion is currently available under these
two programs for states, cities, and counties;
so it is hard to argue that it is critically that
they need all of the $200 million for this new
initiative.

Finally, our amendment cuts $22.6 million
from the HUD Salaries and Expense Account,
still leaving a small increase compared to last
year.

So I think we are faced with a simple
choice: should we restore homeless funding
cuts in this bill, cuts which threaten tens of
thousands of individuals with the risk of home-
lessness—in order to fully fund a new, untest-
ed, unauthorized, undebated initiative that is
already fully authorized under HOME and
CDBG.

I think the choice is obvious. I urge support
for the LaFalce-Lee amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of many
amendments which goes after the

President’s initiative to provide funds
to low-income families to help them to
buy homes. As I mentioned earlier, we
have about $16 billion in the bill for
section 8 housing vouchers, and I think
there has been a high demand for
those, and it is a popular program. We
have provided additional funds for sec-
tion 8. Some of those funds will be used
in pilot programs around the country
to help to encourage low-income fami-
lies who are now renting to utilize
those vouchers for homeownership, to
make monthly mortgage payments.

What the President has proposed, and
Secretary Martinez has asked us to
support, is providing $200 million na-
tionally so that those individuals
would be provided with the funds to
make that down payment, that big
chunk of money that we all know we
have to come up with in order to make
the initial mortgage deal. The section 8
housing vouchers hopefully will pro-
vide the taxpayer and the owner with a
very good investment, a very good re-
turn on those section 8 vouchers.

So it is an important initiative, and
it would be wrong to deny low-income
families moving from welfare to work
and from tenantship to ownership.
Those funds are important. We need to
keep those funds where they are.

Now, as far as the homeless program
where these funds would be provided,
let me just state my feeling. I feel very
strongly that we need to provide funds
to help people who are homeless to find
permanent homes. My first action as
city council president in Syracuse back
in 1987 was to establish a homeless and
housing vulnerable task force. It has
been working ever since. The need con-
tinues, but I think we have done a very
good job in central New York in pro-
viding homes for the homeless.

We have provided over $1 billion in
this bill for that purpose nationwide. It
is an increase, albeit a slight increase,
over last year. So the subcommittee’s
commitment and support for programs
to provide help to the homeless is in
place.

As I believe the gentleman knows, all
fiscal year 2002 renewal costs for Shel-
ter Plus Care programs are fully fund-
ed. Mr. Chairman, 2002 is fully funded.
The committee has already indicated it
would address fiscal year 2003 needs for
this program in next year’s bill. The
committee’s action is identical to the
way funding for these costs have al-
ways been treated with the exception
of 2001, and is identical to the way all
programs in this bill are treated.

This amendment proposes to treat
this program differently than every
other program in this bill by using fis-
cal year 2002 funds to forward-fund fis-
cal 2003 costs. To do this, the gen-
tleman would cut $100 million out of
this very important program, and
those funds would be divided amongst
the States, including New York’s,
which would get a large proportion of
these funds, and also to 594 cities to
help provide affordable housing to
members of our communities.
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In addition, it would cause HUD to

eliminate over 268 jobs by taking $22
million from salaries and expenses.
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I believe the real intent behind the
gentleman’s agreement is to ensure
that fiscal year 2003 funding needs for
this program do not compete with any
other program next year.

While I have sympathy for his desire
to essentially create an entitlement
program, we cannot support this. We
oppose it. It makes no sense to cut
funds to States and localities and
eliminate HUD employees to set aside
funding that is not even needed next
year for this program. I would there-
fore urge rejection of the amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that the
LaFalce-Lee amendment really aims to
correct, as we heard, just one piece of
this appropriations bill that cuts $1.7
billion in budget authority from HUD’s
budget.

This amendment is also, incidentally,
supported by the United States Con-
ference of Mayors. It restores funding
for some of the most vulnerable people
in our society, those who are homeless
and have the special problem of dealing
with mental illness, disabilities, or who
are turning around their lives in recov-
ery from alcohol or drug abuse.

The Shelter Plus Care and Sup-
portive Housing Program subsidizes
housing for people with these special
challenges and also offers continuum of
care services for mental illness and
other disabilities. For example, in my
home district in Alameda County of
California, there are approximately
13,000 homeless people and many more
at risk for homelessness.

Mr. Chairman, most of these people
now more than ever are women and
children. In every one of our congres-
sional districts there are homeless peo-
ple. Shelter Plus Care operates nation-
wide and helps keep thousands of dis-
abled and mentally ill people from
walking the streets at night untreated
and with no place to live.

A California study found that sup-
portive housing reduces emergency
room services and in-patient hospital
stays by more than 57 percent. So with
this very small investment we can save
taxpayers hundreds of millions of dol-
lars and provide humane treatment and
shelter.

In our affordable housing debate, we
talk about rental assistance, we talk
about home ownership for low-, mod-
erate-, and middle-income individuals
and families, which we all support. But
our debate and our initiatives are very
devoid of housing issues as it relates to
the homeless, so this amendment real-
ly does recognize them as deserving of
our attention, also.

The offsets to this amendment still
leave $100 million for this unauthorized
downpayment assistance program. We
have not even held hearings yet on this
unauthorized program, so we have all

supported downpayment assistance
programs, even when my colleagues on
the other side have not.

This offset leaves intact a net in-
crease also in HUD salaries and ex-
penses over the last fiscal year. So, Mr.
Chairman, there is really nothing com-
passionate about the cuts to HUD,
nearly $2 billion in cuts made to fund
the nearly $2 billion tax cut. That is
not very compassionate, if you ask me.

This bill actually cuts $493 million
from public housing programs, includ-
ing the complete elimination of the
Public Housing Drug Elimination Pro-
gram. It cuts $640 million from Section
8, $322 million from Community Devel-
opment Block Grants, $200 million
from empowerment zones, and $25 mil-
lion from the Rural Housing and Eco-
nomic Development Program. So now
with this, also, we are really seeing the
real impact in the cost of this Bush ad-
ministration tax cut.

So I guess what I want to ask tonight
is, will this Congress really continue to
place the burden of the tax cut on the
back of the homeless, the mentally ill,
and the indigent? What type of a soci-
ety will we be if we approve this really
I think disgraceful bill, if we do not
amend it tonight?

I ask Members for an aye vote on this
amendment to restore and support de-
cent and humane treatment for our
homeless and the mentally ill, who also
happen to live in the richest country in
the world.

Finally, let me just say that States,
counties, and cities will get $6 billion
in HOME and CDBG funds in fiscal year
2002 which can be used to do all of the
activities authorized under the down-
payment housing initiative.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by my
colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE). This amendment
unfortunately would cut in half the
funding for an important initiative
proposed by the President to assist
low-income families to purchase their
own homes.

With this money, he proposes to for-
ward-fund the Shelter Plus Care pro-
gram. While I am a strong supporter of
the Shelter Plus Care program, it is
not necessary to add additional funds
to the program to ensure that all con-
tract renewals will occur. This funding
would then be used to forward-fund
contracts in fiscal year 2003.

This would set an unnecessary prece-
dent. I believe the money is put much
better to use in the downpayment as-
sistance initiative next year. We must
do more to move low-income families
into their own homes. This is a critical
need that we need to work to address.
We know the barriers for low-income
families to purchase their own home,
and one of the largest is the downpay-
ment.

I cannot understate the importance
of this initiative. So many Americans

lack the opportunity to purchase a new
home and spend a large percentage of
their income on their monthly rent.
That can be the right choice for some
but not for all.

Most families greatly benefit from
the purchase of their own homes. A
home helps a family create wealth
through equity. It also invests them
into the community. In short, we help
these families rise on the economic
ladder and build stronger communities
in the process.

It is truly the American dream to
own one’s own home, a dream we must
make a reality for families who cur-
rently lack the opportunity to realize
this goal.

In addition, the LaFalce amendment
cuts $23 million from the salary and ex-
pense accounts from HUD. HUD is
struggling with real problems these
days. They have shut down programs
because their mission in recent years
has been so spread out that they have
been incapable of properly overseeing
and implementing the programs that
they administer.

Secretary Martinez has been working
to refocus HUD on their true core mis-
sion, one of providing and facilitating
the creation of housing. This is not the
time to reduce the resources of HUD.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
OXLEY), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, says he
will oppose any amendment that cuts
money for the downpayment assistance
program of the HOME program. In
short, let us work on the funding for
the Shelter Plus Care program next
year when they really need the fund-
ing.

In the meantime, let us fully fund
the President’s downpayment assist-
ance initiative in this bill by joining
me in defeating the LaFalce amend-
ment.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York has offered a very thoughtful
amendment, once again aimed at help-
ing the people in our society most in
need of help.

Now, it is unfortunate that the motif
of this bill comes through again. It is
so substantially underfunded because
the tax cut deprived us of these reve-
nues that it makes a choice between
two needy groups.

This choice is a little easier for this
reason. The $200 million in the HOME
program which has, in this bill, been
earmarked for a home ownership pro-
gram is an interesting example of ret-
rograde behavior on the part of my col-
leagues on the other side; not the only
example, but an interesting one. This
one more clearly leads to a repudiation
of some of their own professed prin-
ciples.

The HOME program has been a block
grant, in effect. It gives monies to the
cities and the consortia with a great
deal of flexibility. It had been working
very well, apparently too well for the
Republican leadership and the Presi-
dent. The President decided he wanted
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to do something for poor people, but he
did not want to actually spend any new
money on doing it.

The President went shopping for the
poor, but he unfortunately did not
think when we were talking about poor
people that he could go to a store, be-
cause that requires money, and he gave
that away in the tax cut. So the Presi-
dent went to the recycling bin to see
what he could find for the poor people.

He found $200 million that had al-
ready been assigned to the poor people.
This great act of charity that comes
forth Members should understand is
not additional money. It is an ear-
marking of $200 million that had pre-
viously been sent to the mayors. I
should not even say recycling, because
that assumes somebody else had dis-
carded it. The mayors had not dis-
carded this. This is something the
mayors had been planning to spend.

Indeed, the $200 million for home
ownership, again, it is not a new
money program. It is $200 million for
home ownership taken out of a pot of
money that had previously been given
as a block grant to the mayors. So it is
putting a categorical stamp, to a cer-
tain extent, on what had been a block
grant program, which the Republicans
will do from time to time when they
want to, rhetoric to the contrary not-
withstanding.

The mayors, the National Conference
of Mayors, the League of Cities, do not
like this earmark, so the $200 million
here is over the objection of the people
who have been the administrators of
the program and the recipients of the
program.

If indeed this amendment were ulti-
mately not to pass, and of course the
way we are working it tonight we will
not know that for a while, probably
until a couple of days until we have
these roll calls, or maybe later, I will
propose we will cancel out the $200 mil-
lion earmarks and leave it where the
mayors and League of Cities want it to
be.

In other words, I think we should go
back to the block grant and repudiate
this faux gift that comes from the
President. He is making a gift of some-
body else’s money for home ownership.

But, on the merits, we talk about the
American dream. Let us first try to al-
leviate the American nightmare. Let
us first try to show a response to the
poorest of the poor, the homeless. Can
there be in this wealthy society any-
thing less morally tolerable than
homeless children? Can anyone let any
other program go by while children are
still homeless?

The gentleman from New York gives
us a chance to remedy that situation,
to a certain extent, by taking money
that is now being assigned to programs
that the people who run the programs
do not want. Granted, their first choice
would be to have the money on an un-
restricted basis, but the way it now
stands, that is why we have, from so
many mayors, support for this.

The President is also a bad one from
that standpoint. HOME has been a very

flexible, very well-run block grant. The
notion of now letting conservative poli-
ticians look generous, not by providing
any additional funding for low-income
people but by putting restrictions on
what has heretofore been a successful,
relatively unrestricted set of programs
geared to local needs, ought to be re-
jected.

So I hope this amendment is adopted.
If this amendment is not adopted, I
will then be offering next the amend-
ment, and we will have the choice when
the roll calls come to put all that
money at least back into the unre-
stricted pot.

Let us not allow a situation in which
the President plays Santa Claus with
money that really should have gone to
the mayors and which the mayors
would rather see go to alleviating the
homeless than not.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, it is horrible to be in
a time of tight budgets and deficits. I
have been through that in this Con-
gress. But, of course, that is not the
case today. But from the debate to-
night on the floor, we would think that
that was the case.

Earlier we heard, well, we could not
afford to improve and enhance vet-
erans’ health care. There is just not
enough money. We had to make tough
choices. They had to make copayments
and be deprived of needed health care.

We could not afford more money for
the YouthBuild program to help reform
youth, get them on a straight path, and
build low-income housing.

Now we are being told we have to
choose between the downpayment ini-
tiative and the Shelter Plus Care pro-
gram. I thought we had a multitrillion
dollar looming surplus. I thought that
was why the Republicans jammed
through a $1 trillion tax cut, particu-
larly heavily oriented towards those
who earn over $273,000 a year. Most of
whom are not homeless, I expect.

Mr. Chairman, 3.5 million people are
likely to experience homelessness dur-
ing a given year in the United States,
and 45 percent of those people will be
employed. They do not meet the
stereotypes. Thirty-nine percent are
children, as mentioned by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts before me,
and 27 percent are disabled.

One-third of families currently re-
questing shelter have to be turned
away for lack of room, families trying
to stay together. The family values
party does not want to help them stay
together because they are not putting
the money out to do the job.

I am especially concerned in light of
the committee’s decision to increase
the permanent housing set-aside, the 35
percent. Just last year the permanent
housing set-aside was raised to 30 per-
cent of all funds under McKinney-
Vento. That last-minute change does
not sound like it means anything ex-
cept a percent here, in Washington,
D.C.; a billion here, a billion there. But

the last-minute change of Congress
caused HUD to reprioritize their
grants, and new transitional housing
projects for homeless families were left
on the chopping block.

In fact, in my district alone, Douglas
County lost $126,458, a county with a
very high unemployment rate that has
been hit hard because of the recession
in the timber industry. Curry County
lost $113,637. Benton, Lincoln, and
Lynn lost $271,518.

Other States lost money because of
this additional set-aside.

b 2115
We should not be forcing these sorts

of choices; $1.3 million all together for
rural Oregon counties and $1 million
for rural continuum of care.

We do not have to make that choice.
If I just went back and pulled out the
budget and the rosy scenario and all
the things that have been used here on
the floor to pass the tax cut that favors
those who earn over $273,000 a year, we
would find that if we just applied those
same assumptions and rosy scenarios,
or God forbid we cut back on the big
tax breaks for those at the very top, we
could afford all these and we would not
have to make these choices.

So I reject what is being offered on
the majority side, saying, oh well, we
just cannot afford that this year,
maybe next year; and, well, we have to
make these tough choices. These are
choices that need to be made to hold
together the social fabric of this soci-
ety, to hold together homeless fami-
lies, to help the 39 percent of homeless
kids, and the 27 percent who are dis-
abled. We, the greatest society on
Earth, can afford to do this little bit.

I urge my colleagues to strongly sup-
port this amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of the Lee-LaFalce amendment. Ac-
cording to HUD, over 10,000 San Franciscans
are currently homeless. Shelter Plus Care and
Supportive Housing Program permanent hous-
ing grants are a critical component of our na-
tion’s response to this growing crisis. These
programs must be preserved, and this amend-
ment provides the necessary funding.

Supportive housing programs link employ-
ment, substance abuse, mental health, and
other supportive services to permanent sup-
portive housing for chronically ill homeless in-
dividuals and families. Studies show that these
programs are very successful. Tenants of sup-
portive housing use fewer emergency room
and inpatient hospital services, increase their
earned income and rate of employment, and
reduce their dependence on public assistance.

The claim that Shelter Plus Care does not
need funding in FY 2002, and that such action
would constitute ‘‘forward funding’’ is untrue.
Failure to provide renewal funding will result in
a significant shortfall for Shelter Plus Care
Programs nationwide, and a loss of approxi-
mately 260 units of housing in my district.

I urge my colleagues to support the Lee/La-
Falce amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE).
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The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote, and pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE)
will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 230,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 280]

AYES—189

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank

Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre

McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (MS)

Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)

Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman

Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—230

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Evans
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Menendez
Mica
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)

Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14

Blumenauer
Cubin
Hall (OH)
Hutchinson
Istook

Linder
Lipinski
McKinney
Meeks (NY)
Miller (FL)

Nethercutt
Radanovich
Spence
Stark

b 2149

Messrs. MCHUGH, KINGSTON, GUT-
KNECHT, GILLMOR, and PORTMAN
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. RAHALL and Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas changed their vote from ‘‘no’’
to ‘‘aye.’’

So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
(By unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY

was allowed to speak out of order.)
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, after
consulting with the committee that
has jurisdiction on the floor this
evening, we have determined that it is
possible, with cooperation from our
Members, for us to take the five votes
that have been ordered thus far this
evening in just a few more moments.
Those five votes would be the last
votes that Members would be asked to
cast this evening. We would ask that
the committee continue to work
through title II this evening, with an
understanding that any votes that are
ordered on title II will be taken up at
9 o’clock in the morning when we re-
sume the bill, and having completed
the work through title II should make
it possible for us, with good coopera-
tion, to complete consideration of this
bill by 2 o’clock tomorrow, our normal
Friday getaway time.

The committee has been very cooper-
ative. The committee is to be com-
mended for their good spirit and their
efforts to make life better for the
Members. I should, however, advise the
Members at this time that if we are un-
able to finish the work by 2 o’clock to-
morrow, and everybody that has exam-
ined the amendments that are before
us is in agreement that we should be
able to do so comfortably given the
time agreements that we can make,
but if that is impossible, we will con-
tinue tomorrow to work beyond our
normal Friday getaway time until such
time as the bill is completed, and we
will not leave until the bill is com-
pleted.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, on a
bit lighter note for all of our col-
leagues, tonight happens to be a great
event that you may not be aware of,
but tonight happens to be the 20th an-
niversary of MIKE OXLEY being a Mem-
ber of this great institution, having
been elected in a special election in
1981. I think we all owe MIKE OXLEY a
great round of applause for his 20th an-
niversary.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished leader for
yielding.

I question the gentleman’s estimate
about when we can finish this bill even
if we were to proceed here tonight.
There is a lot of material here. He
might be right, he might be wrong, but
my judgement is he is probably under-
estimating the amount of time it is
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going to take to finish this bill. I would
not expect to be able to be finished by
2 o’clock tomorrow.

Mr. ARMEY. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s observation. Let me just say,
Mr. Chairman, that would be unfortu-
nate for so many Members who had
planned to leave by 2, but it has been
my experience in this body that when
we all work together and pull in the
same direction, in good humor and
cheer, that we can meet our goal. I fear
we must try. Our schedule for next
week is, quite frankly, very exciting;
and we simply cannot afford to let this
bill hold over for next week.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand Members’ desires to leave, but
there is a constitutional responsibility
to debate seriously important issues. I
am the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity. Under the schedule pro-
posed by the majority leader, we would
be debating much of these important
housing issues beginning sometime
after 11 o’clock tonight until the early
hours with no votes. I cannot agree to
that, and I must inform Members that
there will be no assurance of not hav-
ing votes. There are votes on appeals
from the chair. There are motions to
rise. The problem is that important
issues have to be discussed. We have all
week next week. I am ready to work,
but I will not agree, and Members
should not expect to leave at 11 o’clock
while we debate these important issues
and not have votes.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has made
his point. The fact is he can, in fact,
delay everything we try to do tonight
and prevent us from completing our
work. In that event we would have to
work through the weekend.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: amendment offered
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FOLEY); amendment No. 17 offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
NADLER); amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS);
amendment No. 22 offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ); amendment No. 15 offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAFALCE).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 107, noes 311,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 281]

AYES—107

Ackerman
Akin
Baird
Barr
Bilirakis
Bonilla
Boswell
Boyd
Bryant
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Chabot
Coble
Condit
Costello
Crane
Crowley
Davis (FL)
Davis, Jo Ann
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Engel
Evans
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Gallegly

Gekas
Gephardt
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goss
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hilleary
Hostettler
Hutchinson
Israel
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kerns
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Larsen (WA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCarthy (NY)
Mica
Moran (KS)
Myrick

Ney
Otter
Pascrell
Paul
Pence
Pitts
Putnam
Ramstad
Rangel
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Sandlin
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Stearns
Strickland
Tancredo
Tauscher
Thurman
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Weiner
Wexler

NOES—311

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Capps

Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Ganske
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Grucci
Gutknecht
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Issa

Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink

Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Sensenbrenner

Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Bass
Blumenauer
Cubin
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)

Hunter
Istook
Linder
Lipinski
McKeon

Miller (FL)
Nethercutt
Northup
Spence
Stark

b 2214

Mr. PICKERING and Mr. Langevin
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. FLETCHER, SCHROCK, SES-
SIONS and ENGLE changed their vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.

281, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’.

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 281, I was inadvertently detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6, of rule XVIII, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
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the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 139, noes 284,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 282]

AYES—139

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Bonior
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Carson (IN)
Clay
Coyne
Crowley
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dicks
Doggett
Engel
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frost
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Harman
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jefferson
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi

Peterson (MN)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tiberi
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu

NOES—284

Aderholt
Akin
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis

Bishop
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon

Cantor
Capito
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton

Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Mica
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts

Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Blumenauer
Combest
Cubin
Hall (OH)

Linder
Lipinski
Miller (FL)
Nethercutt

Spence
Stark

b 2222

Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. RUSH and Mr. BERMAN changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
ILLINOIS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 60, noes 360,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 283]

AYES—60

Andrews
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Brady (PA)
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Cummings
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
DeGette
Doyle
Evans
Fattah
Filner

Gephardt
Gutierrez
Hilliard
Hoeffel
Holt
Honda
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kucinich
Lampson
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lucas (KY)
McCarthy (NY)
McKinney
Mink
Myrick

Napolitano
Owens
Payne
Pelosi
Rahall
Ross
Rush
Sandlin
Schakowsky
Scott
Shays
Solis
Tauscher
Thompson (MS)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watson (CA)
Wynn

NOES—360

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert

Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers

Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
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Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern

McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer

Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schiff
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Berman
Blumenauer
Cubin
Hall (OH)
Hilleary

Linder
Lipinski
Meehan
Miller (FL)
Nethercutt

Otter
Spence
Stark

b 2229

Ms. HARMAN, Mr. BAIRD, and Mr.
DOGGETT changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms.

VELÁZQUEZ) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 216, noes 209,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 284]

AYES—216

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burr
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Dunn
Edwards
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon

Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Murtha

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wilson
Woolsey
Wu

NOES—209

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Castle
Chambliss
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham

Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holt
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Gary
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering

Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Blumenauer
Cubin
Hall (OH)

Linder
Lipinski
Miller (FL)

Nethercutt
Spence
Stark

b 2239

Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. STEARNS, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr.
ISAKSON changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. SKELTON,
Mr. MATHESON, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-
ida, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. LAFALCE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE)
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on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 124, noes 300,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 285]

AYES—124

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Clay
Clayton
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Engel
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank
Frost
Gephardt

Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Miller, George

Mollohan
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Smith (WA)
Solis
Strickland
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wu

NOES—300

Aderholt
Akin
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer

Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeGette
DeLay

DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)

Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Paul
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)

Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Saxton
Scarborough
Schiff
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Blumenauer
Cubin
Hall (OH)

Linder
Lipinski
Miller (FL)

Nethercutt
Spence
Stark

b 2247

Mrs. NAPOLITANO changed her vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent that there be no
more procedural votes this evening;
that the committee be allowed to work
with the Members in question on title
II of the bill, without interruption; and
as they complete that work this
evening, any votes that are ordered on
amendments be postponed until 9 a.m.
tomorrow morning.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair already
has the authority to postpone votes on

amendments but not on procedural mo-
tions.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that there be no
more procedural votes this evening and
that the committee be allowed to con-
tinue its work on title II.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee of
the Whole cannot entertain that re-
quest.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that title II be con-
sidered as read and open for amend-
ment at any time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. FRANK. I object.
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, it is

clear and obvious to me that the Mem-
bers of this body cannot work tonight
effectively and make progress on this
bill. That is unfortunate. Obviously, it
will delay our departure tomorrow. But
in consideration of the mood that we
find on the floor this evening,

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE) having assumed the
chair, Mr. SHIMKUS, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2620) making appro-
priations for the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban
Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

f

PLAN COLOMBIA SEMI-ANNUAL
OBLIGATION REPORT—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.
To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to section 3204(e) of Public
Law 106–246, I hereby transmit a report
detailing the progress of spending by
the executive branch during the first
two quarters of Fiscal Year 2001 in sup-
port of Plan Colombia.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 26, 2001.

f

REPORT ON H.R. 2647, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2002

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Appropriations, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
107–169) on the bill (H.R. 2647) making
appropriations for the legislative
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branch for the fiscal year 2002, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
points of order are reserved on the bill.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2172

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2172.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HORN addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

REVISIONS TO ALLOCATION FOR
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPRO-
PRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, Pursuant to Sec.
314 of the Congressional Budget Act and Sec.
221(c) of H. Con. Res. 83, the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year 2002, I
submit for printing in the Congressional
Record revisions to the allocations for the
House Committee on Appropriations.

Adoption of the conference report on H.R.
2216, the bill making supplemental appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2001, reverses the
$184,000,000 outlay adjustment for fiscal year
2002 that was required upon the reporting of
that bill by the Appropriations Committee. The
conference report on the supplemental did not
include any emergency-designated appropria-
tions, which necessitated the earlier adjust-
ment.

As reported to the House, H.R. 2620, the
bill making appropriations for Veterans Affairs,

Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies for fiscal year 2002, in-
cludes an emergency-designated appropria-
tions providing $1,300,000,000 in new budget
authority to the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency. No outlays are expected to flow
from that budget authority in fiscal year 2002.
Under the provisions of both the Budget Act
and the budget resolution, I must adjust the
302(a) allocations and budgetary aggregates
upon the reporting of a bill containing emer-
gency appropriations.

As passed by the House, H.R. 2590, the bill
making appropriations for the Department of
Treasury, the Postal Service, and General
Government for fiscal year 2002, included
$146,000,000 in new budget authority and
$143,000,000 in outlays for an earned income
tax credit compliance initiative. I also must ad-
just the 302(a) allocations and budgetary ag-
gregates upon the reporting of a bill containing
appropriations for that purpose, up to the limits
specified in the Budget Act (which are the
same as the amounts shown above).

To reflect these required adjustments, I
hereby increase the 302(a) allocation to the
House Committee on Appropriations to
$662,746,000,000 for budget authority and
$682,919,000,000 for outlays. The increase in
the allocation also requires an increase in the
budgetary aggregates to $1,627,934,000,000
for budget authority and $1,590,617,000,000
for outlays.

These adjustments apply while the relevant
legislation is under consideration and take ef-
fect upon final enactment of such legislation.
Questions may be directed to Dan Kowalski at
67270.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LANGEVIN addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HOYER addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. BROWN of Florida addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MATHESON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. CARSON of Indiana addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

HMO REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. GANSKE) is recognized for half the
time between now and midnight as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, we have
some important issues coming up in
this next week, I hope. One of those, I
hope, will be a full debate with a fair
rule on a patient’s bill of rights.

We have been working on this legisla-
tion for about 5 years, and when we had
this debate here on this floor 2 years
ago, a young man and his mother came
up from Atlanta, Georgia, to see how
the debate would go. This little boy’s
name was James Adams.

When James was 6 months old, one
night about 3 in the morning, he had a
temperature of about 105 degrees. He
was a pretty sick little baby. His moth-
er phoned the 1–800–HMO number and
she said, my little baby is really sick
and has a temperature of over 104, and
I think he needs to go to the emer-
gency room. She was following the
rules to get an authorization.

The HMO reviewer at the end of that
telephone line said, well, I guess that
would be all right. I will authorize you
to go to this one particular emergency
room because that is where we have
our contract. But if you go to another
one, you are on your own. So Jimmy’s
mother said, well, where is it? And the
voice at the end of the telephone line
said, I do not know, find a map.

Well, it turned out that this author-
ized hospital was clear on the other
side of Atlanta, Georgia, at least 50
miles away. So, with an infant who was
critically ill, a mom and dad who were
not health professionals put little
Jimmy in the car, they wrapped him
up, and started their trek to the hos-
pital. En route they passed three emer-
gency rooms, but they did not have au-
thorization to stop at those emergency
rooms, and they knew if they did they
would be left with the bill.

They were not medical professionals.
They did not know how sick little
Jimmy was.
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So they pushed on. But before they
made it to the authorized emergency
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room, little James Adams had a car-
diac arrest.

Imagine yourself as the mother of
this little baby, trying to keep him
alive, or as the father driving this car
when your wife is holding your son. He
is not breathing, and you are trying to
find the authorized emergency room.

Finally, he pulled into the driveway.
His mother, Lamona, leaped out of the
car screaming, ‘‘Save my baby. Save
my baby.’’

The nurse came running out and
started resuscitation. They put in an
IV. They gave him drugs. They got his
heart going, and they managed to save
his life. But you know what? They did
not save all of Jimmy.

Because of that arrest and the loss of
circulation to his hands and to his feet
he developed gangrene. Both hands and
both feet had to be amputated. That
was a medical decision that that HMO
made. That reviewer could have said,
your baby is sick. Take him to the
closest emergency room. No. Dollars
came over good sense. We have a con-
tract with that distant emergency
room. So we are only going to author-
ize care there.

Mr. Speaker, I suspect that we are
going to have some people on this floor
next week or maybe in September
when we debate this bill, and they are
going to get up here and they are going
to say we should not legislate on the
basis of anecdotes. That is just an
anecdote.

I would say to those folks, that little
boy is never going to touch the cheek
of the woman that he loves with his
hand. He is never going to play basket-
ball. He is able to pull on his leg
protheses with the stumps of his arm.
But to get on his bilateral arm pros-
theses he needs help. He has hooks.

I will tell you, that little anecdote,
he is now about eight. He is a pretty
good kid. He is doing all right. I think
he will be a productive member of soci-
ety. But that little anecdote, as some
would call that little boy, if he had a
finger and you pricked it, it would
bleed.

So I talk to my friends here on both
sides of the aisle and I ask, why has it
taken 5 years to rectify that? Do you
know why that HMO did not take the
proper care and precaution? Why they
‘‘cut the corners,’’ as a judge who
looked at the case said. That HMO’s
margin of error was razor thin, razor
thin that judge said about that HMO’s
margin of safety. Probably about as
razor thin as the scalpel that had to
cut off both hands and both feet.

Do you know why that HMO did
that? Because they passed here in Con-
gress a law 25 years ago that said that
the HMO is responsible for nothing but
the cost of care denied. If they deny
care to somebody who is dying and the
patient dies, then they are not respon-
sible for anything. In the case of this
little boy, the only thing that HMO
was responsible for was the cost of his
amputation.

That child was in an employer plan
protected under a law that was passed

here in Congress 25 years ago, never
meant to be applied to the health sys-
tem. It was a pension law meant to
benefit the people who were to get the
pensions. It was not supposed to be a
protection for health plans.

Mr. Speaker, how did this come
about? Well, there has been a change in
the health care system. It used to be
the insurance companies, back 25 years
ago, they did not make those kinds of
decisions. They did not manage the
care like they do now. You had a fee-
for-service system, but the system has
changed. We have seen time and time
again HMOs consider the bottom line
to be better or more important than
the care of their beneficiaries.

That is why it is very important that
we address this situation. I can tell one
story after another, but those would
just be anecdotes.

I can tell about a woman in Des
Moines, Iowa, who just a week or two
ago came up to me with tears in her
eyes. She said, Congressman, I have
had breast cancer. I have been on
chemotherapy. My doctor told me that
I needed a test to see whether the can-
cer had come back. But my HMO would
not authorize it. They said it was not,
quote, medically necessary. And HMOs
can define medical necessity any way
that they want. Some define medically
as the cheapest, least expensive care,
quote/unquote.

She said, I had to ask my husband to
do something I had never asked him to
do before. She said, I told my husband,
Bill, you are going to have to fight and
battle that HMO for me because they
have worn me out. I am fighting my
cancer. I need a test. All of my doctors
say I do. There is no specific exclusion
of coverage in my contract, and they
will not give it to me.

Well, after a long time they finally
said, yes, we will give it to you; and
the morning she was supposed to have
the test they changed their mind.

Mr. Speaker, we need a way to re-
solve these disputes before patients are
injured. That is why in the Ganske-
Dingell-Norwood bill we have a way to
resolve these disputes. If an HMO de-
nies care, a patient can appeal it in the
HMO; and if they continue to deny it
and the patient thinks they are not
being treated fairly, the patient can go
to an independent, external review
panel of physicians. Their decision will
be binding on the plan. But their deci-
sion would not be bound by the plan’s
own arbitrary guidelines of medical ne-
cessity, and that is one of the crucial
differences between the Ganske-Dingell
bill and the Fletcher bill.

If we look at the details of the lan-
guage in the Fletcher bill, the bill sup-
ported by the leadership of this House,
Members will see that through very,
very clever, I would say cunning lan-
guage, the independent panel can real-
ly only tell the HMO to do what an
HMO reviewer would have done.

Furthermore, that HMO would not be
liable for anything other than what a
person acting in a similar situation,

i.e., another medical reviewer, would
have done. Ordinary care is the defini-
tion defined in a way that puts into
legislative language protections that
the HMOs do not even have now. The
Fletcher bill gives HMOs affirmative
defenses that they do not have under
ERISA now. What we are trying to do
is fix the law as it exists now.
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So I tell my colleagues and friends on
both sides of the aisle, if you vote for
that Fletcher bill, you are going to be
voting for a bill that is worse than cur-
rent law. You are going to be voting for
a bill that protects HMOs more than
ERISA does now.

I do not know whether my colleagues
want to go home and explain to their
constituents how when we are dealing
with a bill that is supposed to protect
patients, they voted for a bill that pro-
tected HMOs. That does not make
sense. We need a real patient protec-
tion bill.

I could go through a long list and
read in boring detail how the legisla-
tive language in the Fletcher bill is
worse than current law. But let me just
read a short section from a nonpartisan
law professor at George Washington
University who has analyzed the
Fletcher bill and says of the Fletcher
bill:

First through its strong preemption
language, the Fletcher bill would sig-
nificantly restrict legal remedies that
are potentially available now under
State law in the case of death and in-
jury caused by managed care organiza-
tions that operate medically sub-
standard systems of care. In doing so,
the Fletcher bill would displace dec-
ades of American jurisprudence regard-
ing the liability of health organiza-
tions for the death or injury that they
caused.

The Fletcher bill basically moves
State law into Federal law. So for all
of my colleagues who have spoken
highly of States rights and the 10th
amendment in the past, how are you
going to justify that position with a
vote for Fletcher? Dr. Rosenbaum says:

Second, the Federal remedy created
by the legislation fails to provide a
minimally acceptable alternative and
even this remedy is rendered meaning-
less through caveats, limitations and
provisos. The Federal remedy would
have the effect of federalizing managed
care medical liability law.

Now, my friends, you have an alter-
native. It is called the Ganske-Dingell-
Norwood-Berry bill. This bill has been
debated in the Senate. A lot of Repub-
lican Senators worked very hard to im-
prove that bill. For instance, Senators
SNOWE and DEWINE further strength-
ened the bill’s language protecting em-
ployers from liability. It allowed an
employer to shift responsibility to a
designated decision-maker and thus
free itself from liability when it is not
involved in medical decision-making.
That is important. That adds to our
employer protections on liability that
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says unless you are directly partici-
pating in an HMO’s decision, you can-
not be held liable. That is fair. Almost
all the employers in my district back
home hire a PPO or an HMO, they do
not get involved in the decisions that
they make and they are not respon-
sible. They would not be liable. That
will be in our bill as we bring it to the
floor.

The DeWine amendment, Senator
DEWINE from Ohio, a Republican, fur-
ther restricted the ability to file class
actions. The Warner amendment, JOHN
WARNER, Republican from Virginia,
had an amendment that will be in our
bill. It caps attorneys’ fees. The
Thompson amendment, Senator FRED
THOMPSON, Republican from Tennessee,
will be in our bill, that requires ex-
haustion of appeal remedies before a
cause of action can be brought. The
Phil Gramm amendment, Senator PHIL
GRAMM, Republican from Texas, clari-
fied that nothing in the bill prevents
independent medical reviewers to re-
quire plans or issuers to cover specifi-
cally excluded items or services. That
will be in the Ganske-Dingell-Norwood-
Berry bill.

There are a number of other impor-
tant amendments that will be in our
bill. One of them was the Santorum
amendment, Senator RICK SANTORUM,
Republican from Pennsylvania, defines
fetuses born alive as persons under
Federal law and makes them eligible
for protection under the patients’
rights bill. That will be in our bill.
Furthermore, we have provisions in the
Ganske-Dingell-Norwood bill that
would help people afford health insur-
ance. We have 100 percent deductibility
for the self-insured, for their health
premiums, as an example. We expand
medical savings accounts. That was a
significant compromise from the
Democratic side.

We think that the cries that the sky
will fall, the sky will fall that we heard
in Texas but never happened, that pre-
miums would go out of sight, that law-
suits would just multiply, there would
be an explosion, none of that happened.
We wrote our bill several years ago
based on Texas law. The Congressional
Budget Office estimated that the cost
of this bill in terms of insurance pre-
miums would be a cumulative 4 percent
over 5 years. Our opposition bill based
on the Breaux-Frist bill from the Sen-
ate would raise premiums about 3 per-
cent cumulative over 5 years. That is
about 1 percent difference. We are talk-
ing in terms of increased costs for our
bill of somewhere in the order of one
Big Mac meal per employee per month.
Most people in this country think that
that would be well worth it in order to
know that their insurance will actually
mean something if they get sick.

There certainly has not been any ex-
plosion of lawsuits in Texas which our
bill is modeled after. There have just
been a handful. Several of them involve
health plans that did not follow the
law, demonstrating that there is a need
for some type of enforcement. But a

health plan ought to be liable if they
are not following the law. There is a
health plan in Texas that had a patient
in the hospital who was suicidal, the
doctor said the patient needed to stay
in the hospital, the health plan said,
‘‘No, in our judgment, he doesn’t need
to be there, we’re not going to pay for
it,’’ the family could not afford it, they
took him home, he drank half a gallon
of antifreeze and committed suicide
that night. That health plan did not
follow the law, because the law said
that if there is a dispute, you are sup-
posed to go to an expedited inde-
pendent review and they just ignored
it. If there is not an enforcement provi-
sion in these bills that is worth the
paper it is written on, then nothing
else in the bill will be worth what it is
written on.

We have over 800 endorsing and spon-
soring organizations commending our
bill, calling for its passage. This in-
cludes most if not all of the consumer
groups, the professional groups. They
have looked at this bill in detail. They
have looked at the Fletcher bill in de-
tail. They know that if the Fletcher
bill became law, it would abrogate the
advances that have been made in
States around the country in terms of
protecting patients, particularly in the
States that have placed some responsi-
bility, some legal responsibility, on
HMOs, States like Texas.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, President Bush
has issued a list of principles. We firm-
ly believe that the Ganske-Dingell-
Norwood bill meets those principles,
especially after the addition of the
amendments that were passed almost
unanimously in the Senate.

The President has rightly been con-
cerned about increases in costs. We
think that our bill is affordable. The
estimates by the Congressional Budget
Office confirm that. Since the Presi-
dent during his campaign spoke glow-
ingly of the patient protection bills in
Texas, this is what we wrote our bill
after. When I look at those seven
points that the President said he would
need to have for his signature, our bill
meets those requirements.

Now, we are more than happy to
work with President Bush on this, and
our door is open. Members of our group
have continued to discuss these items
with the President. But it is time to
move. It is time to get this legislation
through the House and get it into the
conference. We will be more than
happy to continue discussions with the
President on these.

I believe President Bush wants to see
a Patients’ Bill of Rights signed into
law and this is the bill that meets his
requirements, and it would just be a
darn shame not to end up at the end of
the day with a bill that meets those re-
quirements, as we think our bill does.

Mr. Speaker, the Speaker of the
House promised that we would have a
vote on this patient protection bill be-
fore we left for our August recess. In

fact, we were supposed to have this de-
bate last week. Then it was postponed
to this week. The word is out now that
we may not have this vote next week
either before we go home for August re-
cess.

I would just remind my colleagues
that every day HMOs around this coun-
try are making health decisions that in
many cases are life and death. Those
decisions are affecting our family
members, our friends, our colleagues,
our constituents back home. There is
no excuse for not moving ahead and al-
lowing the will of the House to work.

This is supposed to be a democratic
institution. Let us have a fair debate,
with a fair rule. Sure, there can be
amendments. And let us let the will of
the people work, and let us move for-
ward in a prompt manner to help pa-
tients and our friends get a fair shake
from their HMOs and their health in-
surers in their time of need.

I expect that people will keep their
word on this. If we do not have this de-
bate next week, that would be a shame.
We should at least move promptly in
early September.

But I will tell you, to not bring this
bill up because you just cannot have
your way, because you do not have the
votes, is what I would call a pocket
veto without a debate, and I do not be-
lieve that is the democratic way that
we should run this House.

Mr. Speaker, let us move to a prompt
and fair debate on this bill, and let us
get on with the people’s business.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. LINDER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for after 5 p.m. today and the
rest of the week on account of personal
reasons.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OLVER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. BROWN of Florida, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. MATHESON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DEMINT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:
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Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. NUSSLE, for 5 minutes, today.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, July 27, 2001, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3094. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘‘Parity of Pay and Benefits
For Active Duty Service and Reserve Serv-
ice; to the Committee on Armed Services.

3095. A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, Department of Defense, transmitting
notification that certain major defense ac-
quisition programs have breached the unit
cost by more than 25 percent, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2433; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3096. A letter from the Inspector General-
Defense, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting the semiannual report of the Inspector
General and classified annex for the period
ending March 31, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

3097. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans’ Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Increase in Rates Payable
Under the Montgomery GI Bill—Selected Re-
serve( RIN: 2900–AK40) received July 19, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

3098. A letter from the General Counsel,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Safety Standard for Automatic Residential
Garage Door Operators—received July 18,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3099. A letter from the General Counsel,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Standard for the Flammability of Children’s
Sleepwear: Sizes 0 through 6X; Standard for
the Flammability of Children’s Sleepwear:
Size 7 through 14—received July 18, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3100. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revision to the California
State Implementation Plan, Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, Lake County
Air Quality Management District, Monterey
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District,
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Man-
agement District, San Joaquin Valley Uni-
fied Air Pollution Control District [CA 210–
0285; FRL–7013–4] received July 19, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3101. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the Arizona
State Implementation Plan, Pinal-Gila
Counties Air Quality Control District and
Pinal County Air Quality Control District
[AZ099–0039; FRL–7013–3] received July 19,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3102. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Clean Air Act Full Approval
of Operating Permits Program in Alaska
[FRL–7012–9] received July 19, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

3103. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, Imperial County
Air Pollution Control District and San Joa-
quin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control
District [CA 169–0282; FRL–7013–5] received
July 19, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3104. A letter from the Acting Chief Coun-
sel, Office of Foreign Assets Control, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Amendments to the
Iranian Assets Control Regulations—re-
ceived July 19, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

3105. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting
a report on the Physicians’ Comparability
Allowance Program, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
5948(j)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

3106. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–105, ’’Health-Care Facil-
ity Unlicensed Personnel Criminal Back-
ground Check Temporary Amendment Act of
2001‘‘ received July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

3107. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–103, ’’Carter G. Woodson
Memorial Park Designation Act of 2001‘‘ re-
ceived July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

3108. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–96, ’’Corrections Infor-
mation Council Temporary Amendment Act
of 2001‘‘ received July 26, 2001, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

3109. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–99, ’’Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 192, S.O. 93–89, Act of 2001‘‘
received July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

3110. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–98, ’’Campaign Finance
Amendment Act of 2001‘‘ received July 26,
2001, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1–
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

3111. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–93, ’’Lorenzo Larry Allen
Memorial Park Designation Act of 2001‘‘ re-
ceived July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

3112. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–97, ’’Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 622, S.O. 99–24, Act of 2001‘‘
received July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

3113. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–91, ’’Election Petition
Penalty Amendment Act of 2001‘‘ received
July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code section

1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

3114. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–94, ’’Fort Stanton Civic
Association Real Property Tax Exemption
and Equitable Real Property Tax Relief
Temporary Act of 2001‘‘ received July 26,
2001, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1–
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

3115. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–90, ’’Corrections Infor-
mation Council Amendment Act of 2001‘‘ re-
ceived July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

3116. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–92, ’’Chesapeake Re-
gional Olympic Games Authority Temporary
Act of 2001‘‘ received July 26, 2001, pursuant
to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

3117. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–106, ’’Closing of Portions
of 2nd and N Streets, N.E. and the Alley Sys-
tem in Square 710, S.O. 00–97, Act of
2001‘‘received July 26, 2001, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

3118. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee For Purchase From People Who
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Additions to the
Procurement List—received July 19, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

3119. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 14–100, ’’Public School En-
rollment Integrity Temporary Amendment
Act of 2001‘‘ received July 26, 2001, pursuant
to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

3120. A letter from the Chairman, Merit
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the
Board’s annual report for FY 2000; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

3121. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy, trans-
mitting the Office’s FY 2001–FY 2007 Stra-
tegic Plan; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

3122. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting
the Office’s final rule—Recruitment and Re-
location Bonuses and Retention Allowances
(RIN: 3206–AJ08) received July 19, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

3123. A letter from the Chief Administra-
tive Officer, transmitting the quarterly re-
port of receipts and expenditures of appro-
priations and other funds for the period April
1, 2001, through June 30, 2001 as compiled by
the Chief Administrative Officer, pursuant to
2 U.S.C. 104a; (H. Doc. No. 107–108); to the
Committee on House Administration and or-
dered to be printed.

3124. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the
West Yakutat District of the Gulf of Alaska
[Docket No. 010122013–1013–01; I.D. 070901A]
received July 18, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3125. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France
Model AS332L2 Helicopters [Docket No. 2001–
SW–04–AD; Amendment 39–12271; AD 2001–12–
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16] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received July 19, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3126. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model MD–11 Series Airplanes Equipped With
Pratt & Whitney Model PW4400 Series En-
gines [Docket No. 2001–NM–115–AD; Amend-
ment 39–12215; AD 2001–09–10] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received July 19, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3127. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
CL–600–2B19 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–NM–32–AD; Amendment 39–12154; AD
2001–06–07] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received July 19,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3128. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting a re-
port in accordance with the requirements of
Section 2006(e) of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century entitled, ’’Evalua-
tion of Driver Licensing Information Pro-
grams and Assessment of Technologies‘‘; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3129. A letter from the Deputy Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting a report of Building Project
Survey for Canton, OH; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3130. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Determination of
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In-
struments Issued for Property [Rev. Rul.
2001–36] received July 19, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3131. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Foreign Trusts That
Have U.S. Beneficiaries [TD 8955] (RIN: 1545–
AO75) received July 19, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3132. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Recognition of Gain
on Certain Transfers to Certain Foreign
Trusts and Estates [TD 8956] (RIN: 1545–
AY25) received July 19, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3133. A letter from the Chair, Ticket to
Work and Work Incentives Advisory Panel,
transmitting the Panel’s Preliminary Advice
Report on the Ticket to Work and Self-Suffi-
ciency Program (the Ticket Program); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 210. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2620) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment and for sundry independent agen-
cies, boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2002, and for other purposes (Rept. 107–
164). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida: Committee on Ap-
propriations. report on the Revised Sub-
allocation of Budget Allocations for Fiscal
Year 2002 (Rept. 107–165). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 988.
A bill to designate the United States court-
house located at 40 Centre Street in New
York, New York, as the ‘‘Thurgood Marshall
United States Courthouse’’ (Rept. 107–166).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. House Resolution 193. Resolution
requesting that the President focus appro-
priate attention on the issues of neighbor-
hood crime prevention, community policing,
and reduction of school crime by delivering
speeches, convening meetings, and directing
his Administration to make reducing crime
an important priority, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 107–167). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. TAUZIN: Committee on Energy and
commerce. H.R. 943. A bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act with respect to the
availability of influenza vaccine through the
program under section 317 of such Act; with
an amendment (Rept. 107–168). Referred to
the Committee of the whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina: Com-
mittee on Appropriations. H.R. 2647. A bill
making appropriations for the Legislative
Branch for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2002, and for other purposes (Rept. 107–
169). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. COMBEST (for himself and Mr.
STENHOLM):

H.R. 2646. A bill to provide for the continu-
ation of agricultural programs through fiscal
year 2011; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ALLEN (for himself, Mr.
BALDACCI, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. FROST, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HOLT, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. REYES, and Mr. WAXMAN):

H.R. 2648. A bill to ensure excellent re-
cruitment and training of math and science
teachers at institutions of higher education;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. BURR of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. COX,
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. WHITFIELD, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.
NORWOOD, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Mr. UPTON, Mr. BRYANT, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. HALL of
Texas):

H.R. 2649. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide for
uniform food safety warning notification re-
quirements, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CALLAHAN:
H.R. 2650. A bill to extend the temporary

suspension of the duty on 2–Methyl-4,6-
bis[(octylthio) methyl]phenol; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CALLAHAN:
H.R. 2651. A bill to extend the temporary

suspension of the duty on 4-[[4,6–
Bis(octylthio)-1,3,5-triazin-2-yl]amino]-2,6-
bis(1,1 dimethylethyl)phenol; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CALLAHAN:
H.R. 2652. A bill to extend the temporary

suspension of the duty on Calcium
bis[monoethyl(3,5-di-tert-butyl-4-
hydroxybenzyl) phosphonate]; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. CLAYTON (for herself, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. BISHOP, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. POMEROY, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. RUSH, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FORD, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, and Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas):

H.R. 2653. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act to im-
prove the agricultural credit programs of the
Department of Agriculture, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CLEMENT (for himself, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. MICA, and Mr. HONDA):

H.R. 2654. A bill to designate the Surface
Transportation Board as a forum to improve
passenger rail and other fixed guideway pas-
senger transportation by allowing improved
access to freight track and rights-of-way for
fixed guideway transportation in consider-
ation for just and reasonable compensation
to freight railroads; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California:
H.R. 2655. A bill to amend title 32, United

States Code, to establish a National Guard
program to assist at-risk youth develop life
skills; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Ms. DEGETTE (for herself and Mr.
UDALL of Colorado):

H.R. 2656. A bill to designate certain lands
in the State of Colorado as components of
the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. DELAY (for himself, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. TOM
DAVIS of Virginia):

H.R. 2657. A bill to amend title 11, District
of Columbia Code, to redesignate the Family
Division of the Superior Court of the District
of Columbia as the Family Court of the Su-
perior Court, to recruit and retain trained
and experienced judges to serve in the Fam-
ily Court, to promote consistency and effi-
ciency in the assignment of judges to the
Family Court and in the consideration of ac-
tions and proceedings in the Family Court,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. HERGER,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SHADEGG, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. RYAN of
Wisconsin, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. STEARNS,
Mr. PITTS, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. PENCE, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
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PAUL, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr.
TIBERI):

H.R. 2658. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude employer con-
tributions to health care expenditure ac-
counts from gross income, and to amend
title I of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 to clarify the applica-
bility of such title to plans employing such
accounts; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HALL of Ohio (for himself, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. HOB-
SON, and Mr. BOYD):

H.R. 2659. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to enhance science and tech-
nology planning and budgeting by the Air
Force, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida:
H.R. 2660. A bill to direct the Secretary of

Health and Human Services to prepare and
publish annually a consumer guide to pre-
scription drug prices; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. BONIOR,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
KUCINICH, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. HILLIARD,
Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. STARK, Mr.
FROST, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. HOOLEY
of Oregon, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. LUTHER,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Ms. LEE, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. BARRETT,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
EVANS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
OWENS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. KLECZKA,
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. ALLEN, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr.
VISCLOSKY):

H.R. 2661. A bill to provide certain require-
ments for labeling textile fiber products and
for duty-free and quota-free treatment of
products of, and to implement minimum
wage and immigration requirements in, the
Northern Mariana Islands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources, and
in addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. PAUL:
H.R. 2662. A bill to lift the trade embargo

on Cuba, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, Energy and Commerce, the Judici-
ary, Financial Services, Government Re-
form, and Agriculture, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. SERRANO, and Ms.
RIVERS):

H.R. 2663. A bill to require the Federal
Trade Commission to amend the trade regu-
lation rule on ophthalmic practice to require
the release of prescriptions for contact
lenses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. KOLBE (for himself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. DREIER, Mr.

HINCHEY, Mr. LEACH, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. REGULA, and Mr. UPTON):

H. Con. Res. 201. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
United States should establish an inter-
national education policy to further national
security, foreign policy, and economic com-
petitiveness, and promote mutual under-
standing and cooperation among nations; to
the Committee on International Relations,
and in addition to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas (for herself, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, and
Ms. KILPATRICK):

H. Res. 211. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the Bush Administration should send a high-
level delegation to participate at the United
Nations World Conference Against Racism,
Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia, and Re-
lated Intolerance; to the Committee on
International Relations.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mrs. DAVIS of California:
H.R. 2664. A bill for the relief of Brenda

Jean Nellis; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida:
H.R. 2665. A bill to authorize the use of a

vessel to transport the former naval medium
harbor tug USS Hoga to Port Everglades,
Florida, for use as a memorial to veterans
and for providing vocational seamanship
training; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 68: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 87: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 97: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.
H.R. 162: Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. BONILLA, and

Mr. KING.
H.R. 189: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 218: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. WELLER, Mrs.

CAPITO, and Mrs. BIGGERT.
H.R. 239: Mr. HEFLEY, Ms. PELOSI, Ms.

BALDWIN, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. RADANOVICH.
H.R. 257: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. PETERSON of

Minnesota, Mr. MCINNIS, and Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 267: Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 303: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 599: Mr. EHRLICH.
H.R. 606: Mr. TIERNEY.
H.R. 633: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 661: Mr. REYNOLDS and Mr. BLUNT.
H.R. 668: Mr. SHUSTER.
H.R. 684: Ms. NORTON, Mr. LANTOS, Ms.

MCKINNEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. CUMMINGS, and
Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 701: Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
WATT of North Carolina, and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 703: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 774: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 804: Mr. GRAHAM and Mr. SHIMKUS.
H.R. 822: Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 854: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 868: Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.

SMITH of Washington, Mr. DICKS, and Mr.
SCOTT.

H.R. 909: Mr. FOSSELLA.
H.R. 918: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. UPTON, and

Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 936: Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and

Mr. SABO.
H.R. 951: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.

BLUMENAUER, and Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 968: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 972: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 995: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1073: Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 1110: Mr. WICKER.
H.R. 1134: Mr. MCINNIS.
H.R. 1136: Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 1151: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 1170: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 1177: Mr. GOODE, Mr. COYNE, Mr.

LATOURETTE, Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. FARR of
California.

H.R. 1178: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1194: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
H.R. 1198: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. PRICE of North

Carolina, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE.

H.R. 1202: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms.
DELAURO, and Mr. GRAHAM.

H.R. 1238: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr.
SHAW.

H.R. 1243: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 1268: Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 1296: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.

BEREUTER, Mr. NUSSLE, and Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1305: Mr. STRICKLAND and Mr. PASTOR.
H.R. 1350: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 1367: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1377: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. BEREUTER, and

Mr. FOSSELLA.
H.R. 1408: Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 1507: Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. NETHERCUTT,

and Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 1536: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. FORD, Mr.

UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia.

H.R. 1556: Mr. SHUSTER and Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 1582: Mr. RODRIGUEZ.
H.R. 1596: Mr. FILNER and Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 1600: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and

Mr. WELLER.,
H.R. 1602: Mr. KELLER, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr.

SAM JOHNSTON of Texas, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia.

H.R. 1605: Ms. HART.
H.R. 1609: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky.
H.R. 1613: Mrs. BIGGERT and Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 1624: Mr. FARR of California, Mr.

HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. BRADY of Texas,
Mr. SABO and, Mr. REGULA.

H.R. 1650: Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 1680: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DINGELL, and

Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 1693: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. LEACH, and

Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 1770: Mr. HASTERT.
H.R. 1779: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.

LAMPSON, and Mr. EHLERS.
H.R. 1835: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 1841: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. GREEN

of Texas, and Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 1875: Mr. QUINN.
H.R. 1896: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 1948: Mr. LANGEVIN.
H.R. 1964: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 1979: Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. KELLER, Mr.

HALL of Texas, and Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1998: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr.

GEKAS.
H.R. 1987: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BAKER, Mr.

SMITH of Texas, and Mr. TIBERI.
H.R. 1990: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. CLAY-

TON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
FORD, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. RUSH, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, and Mr. BERMAN.
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H.R. 2012: Mr. GILMAN and Mr. RYAN of Wis-

consin.
H.R. 2033: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.

WATERS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr.
MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2037: Mr. THOMAS, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BOEHLERT, and
Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 2070: Mr. DOOLEY of California.
H.R. 2074: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr.

RODRIGUEZ.
H.R. 2081: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 2094: Mr. PAUL and Mr. OTTER.
H.R. 2095: Mr. RODRIGUEZ.
H.R. 2117: Mr. WEINER.
H.R. 2118: Mr. PITTS and Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 2154: Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 2155: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 2156: Mr. PALLONE.
H.R. 2211: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. WU, and Mr.

NADLER.
H.R. 2219: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 2220: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.

THOMPSON of California, Mr. EHRLICH, and
Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 2258: Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 2310: Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 2317: Mr. FILNER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.

STARK, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
MCNULTY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. GRUCCI, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. FROST, Mr.
KILDEE, and Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 2329: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. GOODE, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. REHBERG,
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. WYNN,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. WU.

H.R. 2333: Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 2334: Mr. COBLE.
H.R. 2337: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 2339: Mr. WOLF.
H.R. 2348: Mr. HONDA, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. MAS-

CARA, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. RUSH, and Ms. LEE.

H.R. 2357: Mr. DELAY, Mr. BAKER, Mr. HALL
of Texas, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. RILEY, Mr. PETER-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, and Mr. GRAHAM.

H.R. 2363: Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, and Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 2404: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 2466: Mr. DEMINT, Mr. SHOWS, and

Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 2478: Ms. SANCHEZ.
H.R. 2484: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 2485: Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 2487: Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 2492: Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr.

HALL of Texas, and Mr. HILL.
H.R. 2507: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.
H.R. 2560: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 2573: Ms. RIVERS, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. WAX-

MAN, and Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 2592: Mr. EHRLICH.
H.R. 2608: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. TOWNS,, and

Mr. SAWYER.
H.R. 2615: Mr. FLAKE.
H.R. 2624: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr.

CROWLEY, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms.
NORTON, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 2629: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
H.R. 2630: Mr. BARRETT.
H.R. 2637: Mrs. MEEK of Florida and Mr.

GREENWOOD.
H.J. Res. 6: Mr. FRANK.
H.J. Res. 15: Mr. MOLLOHAN.
H.J. Res. 54: Ms. HART.
H. Con. Res. 36: Mr. TOOMEY and Mr.

PLATTS.
H. Con. Res. 58: Mr. HOEFFEL.
H. Con. Res. 155: Mr. MATHESON.
H. Con. Res. 160: Mr. GEKAS and Mr.

MCGOVERN.
H. Con. Res. 162: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H. Con. Res. 195: Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H. Res. 132: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.

DELAHUNT, and Mr. WALSH.

H. Res. 144: Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. OTTER.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 2172: Mr. LANGEVIN.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. BARCIA

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 62, line 21, after
the first dollar amount insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $140,000,000)’’.

Page 64, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$140,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. BISHOP

AMENDMENT NO. 25: At the end of the bill
(before the short title), insert the following:

SEC. ll. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.
Subtitle B of title VI of the Robert T. Staf-

ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5197–5197g) is amended by
adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 629. MINORITY EMERGENCY PREPARED-

NESS DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall es-

tablish a minority emergency preparedness
demonstration program to research and pro-
mote the capacity of minority communities
to provide data, information, and awareness
education by providing grants to or exe-
cuting contracts or cooperative agreements
with eligible nonprofit organizations to es-
tablish and conduct such programs.

‘‘(b) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—An eligible
nonprofit organization may use a grant, con-
tract, or cooperative agreement awarded
under this section—

‘‘(1) to conduct research into the status of
emergency preparedness and disaster re-
sponse awareness in African American and
Hispanic households located in urban, subur-
ban, and rural communities, particularly in
those States and regions most impacted by
natural and manmade disasters and emer-
gencies; and

‘‘(2) to develop and promote awareness of
emergency preparedness education programs
within minority communities, including de-
velopment and preparation of culturally
competent educational and awareness mate-
rials that can be used to disseminate infor-
mation to minority organizations and insti-
tutions.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS.—A nonprofit
organization is eligible to be awarded a
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement
under this section with respect to a program
if the organization is a nonprofit organiza-
tion that is described in section 501(c)(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C.
501(c)(3)) and exempt from tax under section
501(a) of such Code, whose primary mission is
to provide services to communities predomi-
nately populated by minority citizens, and
that can demonstrate a partnership with a
minority-owned business enterprise or mi-
nority business located in a HUBZone (as de-
fined in section 3(p) of the Small Business
Act (15 U.S.C. 632(p))) with respect to the
program.

‘‘(d) USE OF FUNDS.—A recipient of a grant,
contract, or cooperative agreement awarded
under this section may only use the proceeds
of the grant, contract, or agreement to—

‘‘(1) acquire expert professional services
necessary to conduct research in commu-
nities predominately populated by minority
citizens, with a primary emphasis on African
American and Hispanic communities;

‘‘(2) develop and prepare informational ma-
terials to promote awareness among minor-
ity communities about emergency prepared-
ness and how to protect their households and
communities in advance of disasters;

‘‘(3) establish consortia with minority na-
tional organizations, minority institutions
of higher education, and faith-based institu-
tions to disseminate information about
emergency preparedness to minority commu-
nities; and

‘‘(4) implement a joint project with a mi-
nority serving institution, including a part B
institution (as defined in section 322(2) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1061(2))), an institution described in subpara-
graph (A), (B), or (C) of section 326 of that
Act (20 U.S.C. 1063b(e)(1)(A), (B), or (C)), and
a Hispanic-serving institution (as defined in
section 502(a)(5) of that Act (20 U.S.C.
1101a(a)(5))).

‘‘(e) APPLICATION AND REVIEW PROCE-
DURE.—To be eligible to receive a grant, con-
tract, or cooperative agreement under this
section, an organization must submit an ap-
plication to the Director at such time, in
such manner, and accompanied by such in-
formation as the Director may reasonably
require. The Director shall establish a proce-
dure by which to accept such applications.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $1,500,000 for fiscal
year 2002 and such funds as may be necessary
for fiscal years 2003 through 2007. Such sums
shall remain available until expended.’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 26: In title II, in the item
relating to ‘‘PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING—
PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND’’, after the ag-
gregate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $100,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—REVITALIZATION OF SE-
VERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC HOUSING (HOPE
VI)’’, after the aggregate dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$100,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 27: In title I, in the para-
graph under the heading ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL CARE’’ after the
first dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $1,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 28: Page 7, line 19, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $1,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 29:
Page 21, line 13, after the first dollar

amount, insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$1,000,000)’’.

Page 21, line 24, after the first dollar, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$1,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 30:
In title III, under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL

AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS OPER-
ATING EXPENSES’’—

(1) strike ‘‘orderly termination of the’’;
and

(2) strike the proviso at the end.
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H.R. 2620

OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 31: At the end of title II,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 2ll. For an additional amount for
providing public housing agencies with ten-
ant-based housing assistance under section 8
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437f) to provide amounts for incre-
mental assistance under such section 8, and
the amount otherwise provided by this title
for ‘‘PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING—PUBLIC
HOUSING CAPITAL FUND’’ is hereby reduced by,
$100,000,000.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 32: In title II, in the item
relating to ‘‘PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING—
HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND’’, after the aggre-
gate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE
FUND’’, after the seventh dollar amount (re-
lating to incremental vouchers), insert the
following: ‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE
FUND’’, after the eighth dollar amount (relat-
ing to amounts made available on a fair
share basis), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced
by $50,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—COMMU-
NITY DEVELOPMENT FUND’’, after the aggre-
gate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $50,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—COMMU-
NITY DEVELOPMENT FUND’’, after the second
dollar amount (relating to the community
development block grant program), insert
the following: ‘‘(increased by $50,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 33: In title III, at the end
of the matter relating to ‘‘NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION-SCIENCE,
AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY’’ insert the
following: ‘‘Additionally, for the Space
Grant program, to promote science, mathe-
matics, and technology education for young
people, undergraduate students, women,
underrepresented minorities, and persons
with disabilities in the State of Texas, for
careers in aerospace science and technology,
$8,900,000.’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 34: In title III, at the end
of the matter relating to ‘‘NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION-SCIENCE,
AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY’’ insert the
following: ‘‘Additionally, for the Minority
University Research and Education Program
to emphasize partnership awards that lever-
age the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration’s investment by encouraging
collaboration among the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities, Other
Minority Universities, and other university
researchers and educators, $58,000,000.’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 35: In title III, at the end
of the matter relating to ‘‘NATIONAL SCIENCE

FOUNDATION-EDUCATION AND HUMAN RE-
SOURCES’’ insert the following: ‘‘Addition-
ally, for training young scientists and engi-
neers, creating new knowledge, and devel-
oping cutting-edge tools that together will
fuel economic prosperity and increase social
well-being in the years ahead, $662,000,000.’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 36: Page 54, after line 6, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 208. The amounts otherwise provided
by this title are revised by increasing the ag-
gregate amount made available for ‘‘PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—HOUSING CERTIFICATE
FUND’’, increasing the amount specified
under such item for incremental vouchers
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, reducing the amount specified
under such item for rescission from unobli-
gated balances remaining from funds pre-
viously appropriated to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, increasing
the amount made available for ‘‘COMMUNITY
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—COMMUNITY DE-
VELOPMENT FUND’’, and increasing the
amount specified under such item for the
community development block grant pro-
gram, by $100,000,000, $100,000,000, $324,000,000,
$224,000,000, and $224,000,000, respectively.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 37: Page 92, strike lines 3
through 9.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. RANGEL

AMENDMENT NO. 38: At the end of the bill
(before the short title), insert the following
new section:

SEC. 4ll. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to implement
or enforce the requirement under section
12(c) of the United States Housing Act of 1937
(42 U.S.C. 1437j(c); relating to community
service).

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MRS. TAUSCHER

AMENDMENT NO. 39: In title III, in the mat-
ter relating to ‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY-STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE
GRANTS’’, after each of the first 2 dollar
amounts insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$150,000,000)’’.

In title III, in the matter relating to ‘‘NA-
TIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRA-
TION-HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT’’ after the overall
dollar amount insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $150,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 40: At the end of the bill
(preceding the short title) insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. No funds appropriated or other-
wise made available under this Act shall be
made available to any person or entity that
has been convicted of violating the Buy
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c).

H.R. 2620
OFFERED BY: MR. WAXMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 41: At the end of the bill
(before the short title), insert the following:

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Department

of Veterans Affairs to implement any provi-
sion of the April 2001 report entitled ‘‘Plan
for the Development of a 25-Year General
Use Plan for Department of Veterans Affairs
West Los Angeles Healthcare Center’’.

H.R. 2620

OFFERED BY: MR. WELDON

AMENDMENT NO. 42: Page 47, line 10, after
the first dollar amount insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.

Page 72, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$50,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2620

OFFERED BY: MR. FRANK OF MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 43: In title II, in the item
relating to ‘‘COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DE-
VELOPMENT—HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS
ACT’’, strike ‘‘That of the total amount pro-
vided under this heading, $200,000,000’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘as amended: Provided
further,’’.

H.R. 2620

OFFERED BY: MS. KAPTUR

AMENDMENT NO. 44: At the end of title II,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 2ll. For carrying out the Public and
Assisted Housing Drug Elimination Act of
1990 (42 U.S.C. 11901 et seq.) and the functions
of the clearinghouse authorized under sec-
tion 5143 of the Drug-Free Public Housing
act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11922), and the aggre-
gate amount otherwise provided by this title
for the ‘‘HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS
PROGRAM’’ is hereby reduced by, and the
amount provided under such item for the
Downpayment Assistance Initiative is here-
by reduced by, $175,000,000.

H.R. 2620

OFFERED BY: MR. BONIOR

AMENDMENT NO. 45: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEC. ø-¿. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be used to delay the national
primary drinking water regulation for Ar-
senic published on January 22, 2001, in the
Federal Register (66 Fed.Reg. pages 6976
through 7066, amending parts 141 through 142
of title 40 of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions) or to propose or finalize a rule to in-
crease the levels of arsenic in drinking water
permitted under that regulation.

H.R. 2620

OFFERED BY: MR. MENENDEZ

AMENDMENT NO. 46: At the end of the bill,
add the following new section:

‘‘SEC. . Funding made available under
this Act for salaries and expenses, excluding
those made available for the Department of
Veterans Affairs and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, are reduced by $25,000,000
and funds made available for ‘‘Environ-
mental Programs and Management’’ at the
Environmental Protection Agency are in-
creased by $25,000,000 for activities author-
ized by law: Provided, none of the funds in
this Act shall be available by reason of the
next to last specific dollar earmark under
the heading ‘‘State and Tribal Assistance
Grants.’’
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